Reg . No KL / TV (N )/ 1: 


Government o burala 

1932 


KERALA GAZETTE 


SUPPLEMENTS 


PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


16th February 1982 


(No. 7 


Vol . XXVII] Trivandrum , Tuesday , 


27th Magha 1903 (Saka ) 


PART I 


CONTENTS 


PAGE 


1-2 


1-2 


General Administration Department 
GO. (P ) No 13/82/GAD dated 15-1-1982 (Extension 

of temporary exemption from passing tests for 
scheduled castes and scheduled tribes ) 

Finance Department 
2. G. O (P ) No. 23/82/Fin dated 15-1-1982 ( Amendment 
to the Kerala Financial Code, Volume II ) 

Labour Department 
3-21 . tu aids on industrial disputes : 
Labour Court, Quilon 8/76 , 7/80 , 12/80, 

18/80 
Ernakulam 17/78 , 50/79, 277/79 , 

307/79, 355/79 , 2/80, 
22/80, 25/80 , 26/80 , 

74/80 , 98/80 . 
Kozhikode 21/80 , 7/81. 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 28/81, 29/81. 


PAGE 


Section ii 
22. No. 56654/D2/81/HD dated 20-11-1981 (Amendment to 

the Drugs and Cosmetic Rules 1945 ) 


1-2 


Section iv 


23-42 


S. R. O. Nos.- 167, 168, 170 , 171 , 172 , 173, 174 , 

175 , 176 , 177 , 178 , 179 , 180, 181, 182 , 183 , 184, 
187, 188 and 189/1982 . 


Kerala Gazette No. 7 dated 16th February 1982 . 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


PUBLIC SERVICES -- PERSONS IN SERVICE BELONGINO TO SCHEDULED 
CASTRS/ SCHEDULED TRIBES -- TEMPORARY EXEMPTION FROM 

PASSING TESTS EXTENSION OF PERIOD - ORDERS ISSUED 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (SERVICES - 1 ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 13/82/GAD. Dated , Trivandrum , 15th January, 1982 . 


Read : - (1 ) G. O. ( Ms.) 22 /PD ) dated 13-1-1972 

( 2) G. 0. (Ms.) 13/74/ ľ ) dated 11-1-1974 
( 3 ) . G.0 . ) 136 /15 / PD dated 5-7-1975 
(4 ) G. O. ( P ) 271/75/ PD dated 8-11-1975 
(5 ) G. O. ( P ) 157 /76 /PD dated 28-5-1976 
(6 ) G. O. ( P ) 219/ 76 /PD dated 12-7-1976 
( 7 ) 

G.O. ( P ) 202/77/GAD dated 23-6-1977 
(8 ) G.O. (Ms.) 157/78 /GAD dated 22-3-1978 
(9 ) G. 0. (Ms.) 547 /78 /GAD dated 14-12-1978 
( 10 ) G. O (Ms ) 611/79/GAD dated 21-11-1979 

G. O. ( P ) 97 /81/GAD dated 20-3-1981 
( 12 ) Letter No. AII ( 1) 4087181/GW dated 1-1-1972 from the Secre 
tary , Kerala Public Service Commission 

ORDER 
In exercise of the powers conferred by Rule 13AA and 13AB in Part 
Il (General Rules ) of the Kerala State and Subordinate Service Rules, 1958 
Government are pleased to order that the period of temporary exemption 
granted in the G10 . read as first paper above, as extended by the Govern 
ment orders second to eleventh read above to the Scheduled Castes/ Scheduled 
Tribes employees from passing all tests (Unified Special or Departmental 
tests) be extended for a further period of one year from 19-12-1981 . 

By order of the Governor 
M. S. K. RAMASWAMY, 

Special Secretary 
G. 140 

( P. T. 01 


ro 


All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Departments (all Sections) of the Secretariat 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, High Court of Kerala , Ernakulam (with C.L.) 
The Registrars, University of Kerala /Calicut/Cochin (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University, Trichur ( with C.L.) 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam (with C.L.) 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board (with C.L.) 
The General Manager , Kerala State Road Transport Corporation . 

Trivandrum (with C.L.) 
The Secretary to Governor (with C.L.) 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary 
The Director of Public Relations, Trivandrum 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
RULES- KERALA FINANCIAL CODE, VOL . II - AMENDMENT - ISSUED 


FINANCE (RULES) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (P ) No . 23 /82 / Fin . Dated , Trivandrum , 15th January, 1982. 


Read :-1. G. O. MS. No. 310 /81/HD dated 3-10-1981. 

2 . Letter No. Co -ord . IV / 12-45/vii/ 360 /1499 dated 12-1-1982 from 

the Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum . 


ORDER 
Pursuant to the orders contained in the G. O. read above Government 
hereby make the following amendment to the Kerala Financial Code, 
Vol. II. 


AMENDMENT 


( C. S. No. 2/82) 
In the said Code, in Appendix I the following shall be added as 
item 69: 

“ 69 Principal, Government Homoeopathic Medical College, Calicut" . 


By order of the Governor, 

G. JEOTHI, 
Additional Secretary . 


G. 110 


( P. T. 0.1 
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To 


The Accountant General, Kerala, Trivandrum 
All Heads of Departments and Offices 
All Departments and Sections of the Secretariat 
The Registrar, High Court, Ernakulam (with C.L.) 
The Registrars, Universities of Kerala / Cochin /Calicut (with C.L.) 
The Registrar, Agricultural University, Mannuthy, Trichur (with C.L.) 
The Advocate General, Ernakulam (with C.L.) 
The General Manager, Kerala State Road Transport Corporation , 

Trivandrum (with C.L.) 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission , Trivandrum 

(with C.L.) 
The Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries, Deputy 

Secretaries and Under Secretaries to Government. 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers 
The Secretary to the Governor 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 25/82 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 11th January 1982 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Director, Be B : Rubber Estate Ltd., Punalur and 
the General Secretary, Akhila Kerala Thottam Thozhilali Union , Melila 
P. O., Punalur (2) Sri R. Vidyadharan (Impleaded as Additional Party 
as per order dated 4th May 1981) received by Government on 7-1-1982 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court , Quilon 
(Tuesday , the 29th December 1981/8th Pousha , 1903) 

Present: 
SHRI M.RAGHAVAN B. SC., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 8/76 

Between 
The Managing Director, Be Be Rubber Estate Ltd., Punalur 

And 
(1) The General Secretary , Akhila Kerala Thottam Thozhilali 

Union , Melila P. O., Punalur . 
(2 ) Sri R. Vidyadharan (Impleaded as Additional Party as per 

order dated 4th May 1981) 
Representations : 

Sri K. Velappan Pillai, 
Advocate, Quilon 

For the Management. 
Sri David Koshy, Advocate , 

For the Workman 
Quilon . 

(2nd Addl. Party ) 


ب 
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AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the denial 
of employment in respect of Sri R. Vidhyadharan , Tapper was referred to 
this court for adjudication as per G. 0. Rt. No. 45 /76 /LBR dated 8-1-1976 . 
The case was taken on file and notices issued to parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements. 

The Union filed a claim statement stating as follows The workman 
in question was a tapper in the Be Be Estate, Punalur. On 26-8-1974 he 
was given a notice by the management making certain allegations against 
him and informing him that an enquiry into those charges would be con 
ducted on 29-8-1974 . He was also placed under suspension for 3 days from 
27-8-1974 . 

The management did not conduct any enquiry, when the 
workman appeared for duty on 30-8-1974 . After the expiry of the pericd 
of suspension , he was denied employment. The workman may be reinstated 
with back wages . 

The management filed a written statement raising the following conten 
tions. The workman was formerly working as a tapper in the Labanon 
Escate belonging to the management. The said estate is situated about three 
miles away from Punalur. The workman was residing close to Labanon 
estate. In July 1970 , he was transferred to Punalur Estate but he refused to 
join duty and abandoned his employment. In November 1972 he again 
approached the company for a job and he was appointed as tapper in 
Punalur Estate in November 1972. In December 1972 the Punalur Estate 
was sold by the company and so all the workers including the present work 
man were transferred to Be Be Rubber Estate belonging to the management. 
Accordingly this workman was working as a tapper in the Be Be Estate . 
While so he was placed under suspension for three days pending enquiry . 
He appeared on 30-8-1974 and themanagement informed him , that they did 
not propose to take further steps against him and allowed him to join duty , 
but instead of doing so he informed the management, that since the Be Be 
Rubber Estate is three miles away from his house he was no longer interes 
ted in serving the company , that he was severing his connections with the 
management and that his gratuity claim might be settled . He also entrusted 
his leave book to them for this purpose. However when the management 
offered to pay the gratuity legitimately due to him , he refused to accept the 
same and demanded exhorbitant amounts. The management did not deny 
employment to the workman . But the latter was not prepared to accept 
the work . His present attempt is only to put pressure on themanagement 
to accept his exhorbitant demands. He had filed Claim Petition No. 1070 
of 1975 claiming wages and the present claim is only to strengthen the same. 
The union is not entitled to the reliefs claimed . 

The Union filed a replication denying the allegation that the workman 
was transferred to Punular Estate, that he refused to join duty there and 
that he was freshly appointed in 1972. It is further stated therein that the 
workman appeared along with the witnesses on 29-8-1974 but that no 
enquiry was conducted . The other allegations against the workman in the 
written statement are also denied . 
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After the case came up for trial, the workman filed an application 
praying that he may be impleaded as a party in the above case . The applica 
tion was allowed . The workman was represented by counsel. 2 witnesses 
including the workman , were examined on his behalf and one witness was 
examined for the management. 

The point for decision is whether the workman was denied employment ? 

The Point. - Admittedly the workman was placed under suspension 
by the management for a period of 3 days. It is also common case that 
the management did not conduct any enquiry against the workman . In 
[act it is the case of the management, that disciplinary proceedings against 
the workman were abandoned . The workman s case is thatwhen he 
appeared for duty on the expiry of the period of suspension but was denied 
employment. This is spoken to by the workman as WW1 and also by 
WW2 one of his co -workmen . The evidence of WW2 however shows 
that he was only told that the workman was denied employment when he 
reported for duty . He has stated that he did not know what exactly 
happened on that day . MWI, the Accountant of the management stated 
that the workman was told that he could resume his duties as the enquiry 
has been dropped that the latter did not want to join duty, but was only 
wanting to get his gratuity . It is also his evidence that he was not prepared 
to accept the gratuity which was legitimately due to him . 

It is up to the workman to prove that when he reported for duty he 
was denied employment. Regarding this matter, there is only his 
interested evidence . It is seen that he filed Claim Petition No. 1070 of 
1975 making similar allegations of denial of employment and claiming 
his wages. But this application itself was filed only after some delay . If 
it is a genuine case of denial of employment the workman would have 
atleast taken steps for securing re- employment immediately . In these 
circumstances, I am of opinion , that the case of denial of employment 
cannot be accepted on the interested testimony of the workman . I therefore 
decide the point against the workman . 

In the result , I pass an award , declaring that the denial of employment 
alleged is not true and that the workman is not entitled to the reliefs 
claimed . 

Claim Petition No. 1070 of 1975 has been dismissed by me and a copy 
of the operative part of the order passed therein is appended to this award . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed and typed out by 
him , corrected by me on this the 29th day of December 1981. 


M. RAGHAVAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


--- 
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Appendix 
CLAIM PETITION No. 1070/75 . 

ORDER 
“ This is a Claim Petition filed under Section 33 C (2 ) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

The petitioner alleges that he has been denied employment when he 
reported for duty on 30-8-1974 after expiry of the suspension order passed 
by the opposite party and that he is entitled to the wages for the above 
period. 

The opposite party contended that the workman was not denied 
employment and that he voluntarily abandoned work . Subsequent of 
filing of this petition , the dispute arisen from the alleged denial of 
employment of the workman was referred to this court for adjudication as 
per G ! O. Rt. No. 45 /76 /LBR dated 8-1-1976 by the Governincnt of Kerala 
and the same was tried as Industrial Dispute No. 8/76 . Since the petition 
relates to a claim covered by the industrial dispute referred to above , no 
separate order need be passed in this case under Section 33 C (2 ) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Hence the claim petition is dismissed ” . 

M.RAGHAVAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


INDEX IN I. D. 8/76 . 


Witness examined on the side of the Workman : 

ww1 R. Velayudhan . 

WW2 K. Prabhakaran . 
Witness examined on the side of the Management : 

MW 1 P. G.George. 


li 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 27/82 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 11th January 1982 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute between 
the General Manager, Aluminium Industries Ltd., Kundara and the 
work nen of the above concern represented by the General Secretary, Alind 
Employees Union , A.T.U.C., Kundara received by Goveramenton 7-1-1982 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 
( Thursday, the 31st December , 1981/ 10th Pousha, 1903 ) 

Present : 
SHRIM. RAGHAVAN B. Sc. B , L., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 7/80. 

Between : 
The GeneralManager, Aluminium Industries Ltd., Kundara 

And 
The Workmen of the above concern represented by the General 

Secretary , Alind Employees Union , A.T.U.C., Kundara 
Representations: 

Sri K.V.R. Shenoi, Advocate , 
M /s. Menon & Pai, Advocates, For the Management. 
Ernakulam , Cochin - 16 . 
Sri N. Krishnan Kutty, 

For the Union . 
Advocate, Trivandrum . 
GA . 8 /B . 


) 
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AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
Court for adjudication regarding the Demotion of Sri A. Rajan Philip , 
Chargeman as per G. O. (Rt) No. 545 /80 /LBR dated 29-4-1980 . The case 
was taken on the file and notices were issued to both parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements. 

The Union has filed a claim statement raising the following conten 
tions: - The workman involve in this case Sri A. Rajan Philip is a member 
of the Alind Employee s Union . While he was leaving the premises of the 
cable factory belonging to the management where he was employed at about 
Midnight on 29-6-1979 he offered 2 packets in his possession for security 
check to the Security Guard on duty . He was in a hurry to leave the 
factory as his last bus for home was at about 12.20 a.m. The second 
packet contained 2 sets of shoes supplied by the Company and Sri Philip was 
constrained to express his resentment when the wrapper of t..e second packet 
was torne off by the security guard . Sri Rajan Philip reported the incident 
to the Personnel Officer. The Security Guard who came to know about 
this fact submitted a complaint on 30-6-1979 as a counter blast . On the 
basis of the complaint of the Security Guard the Management initiated 
disciplinary proceedings against the workman . He was charged with 
violation of sub clauses (ix ) (a ) and (xxxvi) of clause 29 of the Standing 
Orders of the Company, it being alleged against him , that on 29-6-1979 he 
refused to be checked by the Security Guard , that he used physical force 
azainst the latter and that he ran away . The enquiry officer conducted the 
enquiry with a prejudged view and not in a impartial manner. He did not 
consider the complaint given by the workman . The findings recorded 
against him are not as per the chargez framed and for which he was 
punished . In punishing the workman his past record of service was taken 
into account without giving him an opportunity for explanation as to why 
his past record of service should not be taken into account. The punish 
ment awarded is unconscionable and vindictive and an act of victimisation . 
He had record of 26 years of service . The panishment imposed on him 
may be set aside and he may be restored to the original position with conse 
quential benefits. 

The Management filed a counter statement raising the following 
contentions:-The workman was chargesheeted for alleged misconduct 
under clause 29, sub clauses (ix ) (a ), ( xxvi) and (xxxvii ) of the Certified 
Standing Orders applicable to him . The relevant standing orders are the 
following: 

“ (ix ) Commission of any act subversive of discipline of good 

behaviour. 

(a ) on the Company s premises. 
(xxvi ) Intimidating or threatening other employee or employees, 

interference with the work of other employee or employees, 
assault or threat of assault either provoked or otherwise 
within the Company s premises or outside having subversive 
effect on the factory discipline. 
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(xxxvii) Hiding away or attempting to hide away any article or 

material " . 
The allegations against the workman were the following: - 
" On 29-6-1979 , after attending the 4 p.m -12 M.N.shift and punch 

ing out at 23.59 hours, you were stopped along with several other 
workmen at Time Office exit for routine Security check , as required 
under Clause 17 (i) of the Standing Orders, by the Guard on duty 
in the 10 p.m.-6a.m. shift at the Time Office. You were found 
to carry 2 packets in hand. On unwrapping by the guard on duty, 
one packet was found to contain a pair of shoes . You refused to 
submit the other packet for checking in spite of lawful and seasonable 
requests ofthe Guard on duty and the persuasion of the Head Guard 
in charge of the shift. Instead you have used physical force 
against the guard on duty in resisting security check and ran away 
without subjecting yourself to thorough checking. We have reason 
to suspect that you have refused to subject yourself to a thorough check 

with some ulterior motive " . 

A fair and proper- domestic enquiry was held by Sri B. C. Kim il 
Superintendent, Sales, Steel Products Dirision , another factory belonging to 
the Company . The workman was present throughout the enquiry . H. 
cross examined the witnesses examined in support of the charges. He als ) 
examined to witnesses on his behalf. The enquiry officer came to the con 
clusion that the workman refused to submit one of the packets he wa ; 
carrying for checking inspite of the request of the Guard on duty, and used 
physical force against the Guard on duty, in resisting the Security check 
and running away without subjecting himself with full checking thereby 
interfering with the work of the Guard on duty . These are misconducts 
falling under clause 29, sub -clauses (ix ) (a ) and (xxvi) of the Certified Stand 
ing Orders. The enquiry officer found him not guilty of the charges under 
clause 29 , sub -clauses (xxxvii) of the Standing Orders. The Management 
agreed with the above findings The workinan s prior record was not clean . 
Taking all circumstances into consideration the management decided to 
demote him as the junior-most operator without reducing his basic salary. 
The punishment was fair and justifiable. It was the workman who made a 
complaint as a counter blast. Though the complaint was dated 30-6-1979 
it was handed over only on 2-7-1979 to the Personnel Officer. The 
allegation that the Security Guard tore off the wrapper of the second packet 
is not true . The allegation of impartiality against the enq uiry officer is 
also unjustifiable. The charges found proved had been duly framed against 
the workman and he was punished only for the charges that have been poved . 
A second show cause notice to the workman before taking into account 
his past record of service was not necessary. The punishment was 
not an act of victimisation . It was very lenient and not vindictive . There 
is no ground to interfere with the punishment imposed . 

The Union has filed a replication traversing the conte itions raised in 
the counter statement and re-affirming the contentions of the workman . 


Exts. MI to M4 series were marked by consent of counsel for both 
sides. Since the enquiry records were marked by consent the management 
did not examine the enquiry officer. The workman was examined as W. 
W. 1 and the management examined one witness as M. W. 1 and Exts. W1 
to W3 were marked for the Union . 
The points for decision are : 
(1) Whether the enquiry was validly conducted and the findings of 

the enquiry officer are perverse ? 
(2) Whether the punishment was validly imposed ? 
Point No. 1:-As stated earlier the enquiry proceedings were marked 
by consent of both sides. Though there is an allegation of impartiality 
against the enquiry officer in the claim statement, the workman himself did 
not support it when he was examined as W.W. 1 . I therefore find that 
the allegation is not sustainable. There is no case that there has been 
any violation of principles of natural justice in the conduct of the 
enpuiry . It is seen from the enquiry records Ext. Mi series, that a detailed 
enquiry was conducted at which all the relevant witnesses were examined . 
On a consideration of the entire evidence adduced by both sides, the 
enquiry officer came to the conclusion , that the workman had forcibly and 
otherwise denied the Security Guard an opportunity to satisfy himself of the 
actual contents of one of the packets he was carrying and that in this 
manner he interferred with the work of the Security Guard whose duty it 
was to check of the packets . He found that there was no evidene to show 
that the workman was hiding or attempting to hide any article in the 
second packet as this packet was also found to contain only a pair of shoes 
when the samewas checked at the main gate . The enquiry officer was of 
opinion , that the conduct of the workman in refusing to allow examination 
of one of the packet by the Security Guard amounted to the misconduct 
falling under sub- clause ( ix ) (a ) and (xxxvi) of Clause 29 of the Standing 
Orders. I have extracted the relevant standing orders earlier. It cannot 
be said that the above findings are perverse or unsupported by evidence . 
I therefore find that the enquiry was validly conducted and that the findings 
of the enquiry officer are not perverse. 

Point No 2 : -The learned counsel for the Union raised a contention at 
the time of arguments , that the punishment of demotion imposed on thework 
man cannot stand as it was not approved by the management as required by 
Standing Order No. 30 (h ). It is urged that M. W. I the Works Manager 
of the Cable Factory cannot be considered as the Management and that it 
is the only General Manager , who should grant the approval. 

M. W. 1 
has deposed that he is the authority competent to aspoint and dismiss the 
workman in the cable works in question and that it did not require the 
approval of the General Manager. The workman him elf has stated in 
cross examination , that the Management of the cable works is with the 
WorksManager himself. No doubt Ext. W1 to W3 show that the General 
Manager had issued certain circulars, but that does not mean that the 
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management of the cablo factory does not vest in the Works Manager. I am 
therefore of cpinion , that the Management, as far as the cable works is 
concerned is the Works Manager . Hence this contention which was not 
pleaded but was raised at the timeof arguments is not sustainable . 

Another point raised is that the past record of service of the workman 
should have been disclosed the workman before taking the same into 
consideration in deciding the quantum of p inishment. It is well esta lished , 
that is the punishment imposed is based on the past record of the workman 
such record should not b . relied upon unless notice of the ame had been 
given to the workman . But this is so only if the punishment is sub 
stantially based on the previous record . B.R. Ghaiye in his book on Law 
and Procedure of Departmental Enquires in Private and Public Sectors, 
II Edition at Page 901 observes as follows: 

“ There is no broad proposition that when ever there is reference to 

past record and he was not intimated that past record wou d be 
taken into consideration the order will be vitiated. The case 
only lays down the proposition that if the punishment is sub 
stantially based on previous record then intimation should be 

given to him " . He elaborates the point as follows: 
“ When an employee was found guilty of misconduct and 

therea ter, it was mentioned that he did not deserve lenie ncy 
on account of his past bad record the action is not vitiated in 
view of the observations of the Supreme Court in Indian 
Marine Service Pyt. Ltd. v . Workmen , that were past record 
is not the effective reason for dismissal, the action is not 
vitiated .” In this case the following is the order passed by the 
Works Manager M. W.1 at the bottom of the enquiry 

report : 
“ After close perusal of the proceedings of the enquiry and the find . 

ings of the Enquiry Officer I concur with the same. His 
service records have been verified and I find that it is not clean 

and does not deserve any sympathy. 
In view of the above , it is hereby ordered to demote him as the 

juniormost operator without reducing his present basic 
salary” . It is therefore clear that the past record is not the 
effective reason for the punishment imposed . The punishment 

is therefore not vitiat d . 
It is next urged that the punishment is grossly disproportionate to the 
delinquency alleged to have been proved and that therefore this is a case of 
victimisation . I am unable to agree . The punishment imp sed is one of 
demotion . If it were a case of dismissal perhaps it might have been urged , 
that it is grossly disproportionate to the misconduct proved . That is not 
the cage here. I therefore find that the punishment was validly inpused 
GA . 8 / B . 


In the result, I pass an award , up olding the punishment imposed on 
the workman Sri A. Rajan Philip and rejecting the claim of the union . I 
make no order as to costs . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed and typed out by 
him , corrected by me on this the 31st day of December 1931. 

M.RAGHAVAN , 

Presiding Officer . 

Appendia 
Witness examined on the side of the Union : 

W.WI-- Rajan Philip , A. 
Witness examined on the side of the Management 

M.W.1 - T . K. Radhamonie . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Union : 
Ext .WI-- Copy of office order No. POK . 084 /0011B dated 21st 

April 1981. 
Ext. W2--Copy of circular No. MT;4508C dated 2nd August 1930 of 

the General Manager regarding the formation of Technical 

Cell . 
Ext. W3-- Cop of Letter dated 24-7-1981 of the General Manager 

regarding the utilisation of Indigenous metal for execution of 


export orders . 


Exhibits marked on the side of the Management: 

Ext. M1 series -- File of enquiry proceedings and findings. 
Ext .M2– True copy of order dated 25-10-1979 issued to Shri 

A. Rajan Philip demoting him . 
Ext. M3 - Certified Standing Orders under the Industrial Employmene 

(Standing Orders Act 1946 . 
Ext.M4 series (a )-Copy of advise memo datod 16th March 1956 
Ext .M4 (b ) do . dated 24th March 1956 
Ext .M4 (c) -Copy of works bulletin dated 9th January 1958 
Ext M4 

(d )-Copy of order dated 13th March 1958 
Ei 

(e) -Copy of advise memo dated 25th March 1959 
E 

(f) -Copy of warning memo dated 26th October 1959 
Ext. M4 

( 8)-Copy of order dated 4th October 1962 
Ext .M4 (b )-Copy of warning memo dated 29th October 1966 . 


29 
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Kerala Gazette No. 7 dated 16th February 1982. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1500 /81/ LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 5th December 1981 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect 
of the dispute between the Managing Director , M /s. Mc. Dowell & Co., 
Ltd., Distille ry Division , P. B. No. 2 , Shertallai and Shri K. B. Somasun 
daram , Kayalnikarthil House, Varanad P. O., Sherthallai received by 
Government on 27-11-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Monday, the 23rd November 1981/2nd Agrahayana 1903 

Present : 
SHRI M.RAGHAVAN B. SC. B. L. 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 12/80 

Between 
The Managing Director, M /s. Mc. Dowell & Co. Ltd. Distillery 
Division , P. B. No. 2 , Shertallai 

And 
Shri K. B. Somasundaram , Kayalnikarthil House, Varanad P. O., 

Shertallai. 
Representations: 
Shri, B. S. Krishnan, Advocate , 

For the Management 
Warriam Road , Ernakulam . 
Shri P. F. Thomas, Advocate , 

For the Workman 
Cochin 682012 . 
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AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding striking 
off the name of Sri K. B. Somasundaram from rolls was referred to this 
court for adjudication as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 664/80 /LBR dated 16-5-1980 . 

The workman has filed a statement in which he alleging as follows: 
He was working as a permanent employee in the bottlelery section of the 
management since 1974 on a monthly remuneration of Rs. 404. On 
12-3-1979 he was arrested by the police on a false charge of theft and was in 
police custody. Subsequently he was informed that his name was struck off 
the rolls . Though he complained about his removal the management did not 
reinstate him . His removal from service is illegal. The fact that he was 
in police custody was known to the management. He may therefore be 
ordered to be reinstated . 

The management filed a counter statement raising the following conten 
tions: The workman in question was absenting himself from duty 
without leave and permission from 12-3-1979 onwards. The management 
was not aware whether he was in police custody. His removal from service 
for absence without leave was as per the certificd standing orders of the 
company . There is no justification to reinstate him . 

After the case was posted for evidence the workman remained absent 
and he set exparte . The management filed an affidavit in support of their 
contentions. 

* The workman who is to prove that his absence was due to reasons 
beyond his control has remained exparte. There is no evidence to show 
that he was absenting himself from duty for the reasons pleaded by him . In 
these circumstances he cannot be granted any relief. 

In the result, I pass an award declaring that the workman is not 
entitled to the reliefs sought for. No order as to costs. 

This award will come into force 30 days after its publication in the 
official gazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed and typed out by 
him , corrected by meon this the 23rd day of November 1981 . 


M. RAGHAVAN 
Presiding Officer. 


Kerala Gazette No. 7 dated 16th February 1982. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.(Rt.) No. 1473 /81/LBR Dated, Trivandrum , 30th November 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court Quilon , in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner , Standard Cashew Industries, Kadappakada, 
Quilon and their workmen represented by ( 1) The General Secretary, 
Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali Congress, INTUC, Quilon , ( 2 ) The Secretary , 
Kollam Taluk Kasuandi Workers Union , C.I.T.U. Bhavan, Quilon 
and (3 ) The Secretary, All Kerala Cashewnut Factory Workers 
Federation , U.T.U.C., Quilon received by Government on 27-11-1981 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Acr XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Monday , the 23rd November 1981/ 2nd Agrahayana 1903) 

Present 
SHRI M. RAGHAVAN , B.SC., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 18/80 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Standard Cashew Industries, 

Kadappakada , Quilon 

And 
The Workmen of the above concern 

Represented by 
1 . The General Secretary , Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali Congress, 

INTUC, Quilon . 
2 . The Secretary , Kollam Taluk Kasuandi Workers Union , 

C.I.T.U. Bhavan , Quilon . 
3 . The Secretary , All Kerala Cashewnut Factory Workers 

Federation , U.T.U.C., Quilon . 
GA. 282/J . 
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Representations > 
Sri N.B. Mahadevan Pillai, 

Advocate, Quilon . 


) 


For the Management 


AWARD 
This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the wages 
to the monthly rated employees for the closure period , i.e., from November 
1979 to March 1980 was relerred to the Court for adjudication as per 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 747 /80 /LBR dated 26-5-1980 . 

When notices were issued to the parties, the management entered 
appearance. Though the notices were duly served on the unions only the 
General Secretary of Union No. 3 appeared . The other unions were set, 
ex parte on 3-12-1980 . Though the union number three took several adjourn 
ments, for filing a claim statement, no claim statement was filed . Eventually 
that union was also ex parte. 

There is no claim statement or evidence regarding the claim of the 
unions. In the absence of any material to show that the unions are entitled 
to any relief, I am unable to grant them any relief in this case . 

In the result, I pass an award to the effect that the unions are not 
entitled to any relief. No order as to costs . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed and typed out by 
him , corrected by me on this the 23rd day of November 1981 . 


M. RAGHAVAN , 
Présiding Officer . 
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PART 1 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Laboar ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 8 /82 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 2nd January 1982. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the 
dispute between the Proprietor , Tharalan Rubber Estate, Wadakkan 
che, ry , Trichur District and tie workmen of the above coacern represented 
by the Secretary , Tharakan kubb :r Estate Labour Congress, Varavoor, 
Trichur District received by Government on 30-12-1981 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1947). 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 
In che Labour Court , Ernakulam 
Dated this the 19th day of December , 1981 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. sc . , BL . , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 17 OF 1978 

Between 
Tho Proprietor, Tharakan Rubber Estate, Wadakkancherry, 

Trichur District 

And 


The workmen of the above concern represented by the Secretary , 
Tharakan Rubber Estate Labour Congress , Varavoor , 

Trichur District. 
! #fresentations : 
Shri M. Venugo valan , 

For Manage neni 
Advocate , Trichur . 
Shri Therambil Ramakrishnan , 

for Union 
Advocate, Trichur. 
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AWARD 


Correctness of the dismis al of two workmen of the sameManagement 
is the issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 1857/78 /L & H dated 1-12-1978 . 

II. The dismissals were effected after conducting a domestic enquiry . 
The Union had attacked the correctness of that domestic enquiry . But 
I found in my order dated 16-12-1981 that there was a proper domestic 
enquiry. The findings of the Enquiry Officer were accepted subject to 
certain modifications. I shall here extract that order wherein the facts 
have been narrated in detail: 


ORDER 
Sarvasree M.M. Mohamed and K. R. Vasu , two tappers of the 
Lharakan Rubber Estate , Wadakkancherry . were dismissed and the 
correctness of the dismissals are being challenged by the Union . 

2. The two workmen involved admittedly are leaders of the Workers 
Union functioning in the estate. The Management initiated disciplinary 
proceedings against them alleging that they gave leadership to the other 
workers of this and other sister estates to gherao the Group Superintendent 
and three other employees from 2 p . m . to 9. p. m . on 24-8.1977 at the 
group estate office. It was further alleged that the Superintendent and the 
other three employees kept under wrongful restraint were threatened and 
abused . Identical memos containing the allegations were served on the 
workmen , the next day . They submitted their explanations pleading 
innocence stating further that there was only an attempt to settle disputes 
concerning payment ofbonus in a peaceful manner. The explanation was 
found unsatisfactory. So the Management ordered a domestic enquiry . 
An Advocate appointed as the Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry . 
" The workmen participated throughuut. The Enquiry Officer gave his 
finding that the workmen are guilty . The dismissals followed . 

3. The Union in its claim statement contends that there were no proper 
and valid domestic enquiries and that there was only a farce of it . It is 
further alleged that the Managemeat was victimising the workmen who are 
active workers of the Union . While pleading that the workmen are i.no 
cent it is prayed that they may be ordered to be reinstated with all 
benefits . 

4. The Management asserts in its written statement that the workmen 
were really guilty of the charges and that those charges were well established 
in a properly conducted domestic enquiry . The misconduct, according to 
the Management, is grave enough to sustain the punishments of dis 
missals . 

5. It was agreed by both sides that the files relating to the enquiries 
can be marked even without the examination of the Enquiry Officer . 
There were separate enquiries against the two workmen . The two files are 
anarked on admission as Exts . MI and M2. Ext. Mi relates to Shri 
Vasu and Ext. M2 concerns Shri Mohamed . 


..6 . Exts. MI and M2 show that the workmen were served with memos 
giving the allegation of misconduct in detail . That they correctly under 
stood the contents and the implications of the charge is evident from the 
detailed explanations submitted by them . The Management intimated 
them in advance that Shri Kartha, an Advocate , will conduct the enquiry . 
In that intimation the names of witnesses who are likely to be examined on 
behalf of the Management at the enquiry were also mentioned . The 
workmen admittedly took part in the enquiry throughout. They cross 
examined all the four witnesses exatnined on the side of the Management. 
They also adduced oral evidence by examining a witness on their side . 
The depositions of the witnesses are all signed by them . It is not known as 
to how the workers were denied of the legitimate opportunity to delend 
themselves. Probably it is because of these circumstances that the learned 
counsel for the Union had admitted before me that the enquiries were con 
ducted properly by the Enquiry Officer. It needs hardly be mentionec that 
the enquiries were conducted in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice. 

7 . It is common case that there was some development at the estate 
office at the relevant time alleged by the management. It is admitted that 
the Police had to interfere late in the night . In these state of affairs 
the fact that these iwo workmen are leaders of the union by itself is not 
sufficient to say that the management was victi nising then . Lack of bona . 
fides cannot be attributed to the minagement in these circumstances. If 
there is evidence in support of the misconduct attributed then it his to be 
held that the management acted bona fide and that there is no victimisation .. 

+ 8. It is common case that the entire strength of workers of the estate 
had assembled at the Group Office where the Superintendent Shri 
Porinchukutty, Accountant of the Group Office Shri Ravindranathan and 
M /s, K. S. Nanu and C. K. Jose, Supervisors of the two sister concerns were 
present and that all these persons and the workäsen were at the estate office 
and its premises from 2 p . m . to 9 p . m . on 24-8-1977 . It is also the 
admitted case that there was some dispute concerning the payment of bonus . 
The only difference is that the management says that the workers under the 
leadership of M /s. Vasu and Mohammed kept their superior officers under 
wrongful restraint, intimidating and abusing them whereas according to the 
union there was only a peaceful negotiation Which of the two coaflicting 
versions is true is what should engage our attention . The same set of 
witnesses are examined on the side of the management in both the enquiries . 
M /s. Porinchukutty, Nanu and Ravindranathan and an indep :ndent 
witness Sari Marikkar are the persons examined . Shri Ramankutty is 
examined as a common defence witness for both the cases . In Ext M2 the 
worker . Shri Mo.jammed has also given evidence as a witness. That is all 
the oral evidence available. The managements witnesses had given identical 
versions in support of the charge in detail. Defence witness Shri 
Ramankutty would say that there was no gherao or wrongful restraint. But 
he also admits the presence of all the workers and the Superintendent and 
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shree other employees in the estate offico. It is admitted that the Police had 
been summoned and that the two Police Officers with a consignment of 
Policeme arrived at about 9 p . m . The intependent witness ShriMarikkar 
Corroborates the claimsofthe three oth :r witnesses examind on the side of 
the management. Nthing has been brought out in th : cross-examination 
of the ma agement s witnesses from which it could be said that what they 
Bwear is not true . The defenc : witness who claims to have been present 
for some part of the relevant time also a imits of the presence of all the 
workmen and Superintendent and others . If we go by his evidence there 
was no dispute or neg tiation in progress. So his version does not tally with 
th : deſence of the workman. So his cvidence has to be rejected . 

9. The evidence of the management s witnesses can generally be 
accepted in the circumstances of this case. But those witnesses do not 
specifically say as to who were responsible for the intimidation and abuse. 
Tuere is only a general statement that the workers intimidated and abused 
the Superintendent a d others. We have to remember that there were large 
number of workmen present at the scene. So it is not safe to hold that 
Sirvasree Vasu and Mohammed intimidated and abuse i the Superintendent 
and others. It may be true that the workmen who were in an agitated mood 
might have behaved in an unruly manner. That does not mean that these 
two were specifically responsib e for intimida inn and abuse . But the 
evidence available is me than sufficient to hold that the Superintende it 
and others were kept under wrongful restraint for a period of six hours 
s arting from 2 p . m . on 24-8-1971. To that extent the finding is correct 
and is hereby upheld . 

10. In the result it is hzreby ordered that the enquiries were held 
properly giving all ovrtunities to th : woeken :1 to defend th :mselves . It 
i further helt that the workm : 1 were guilty of giving leadership to the 
o her workers in the estate to kee ) the Superinteade.at aid others under 
wrongful restraint for :ix hours 01 24-8-1977.” 

III . The minagement did not want to adduce any further evidence 
regarding the aspect on which I disagreed wi h the findings of the Enquiry 
Oficer. What remains for consideration is as to whether the workmen are 
entitled to any rel efs in the matter of punishment. According 10 the 
manage... ent the facts of th case d ) not permic any ind ige ice. On the 
other hand the argiment of the l arned co insel for the union is that there is 
pact cally no oſe..ce for which punishnant can be award - d and the 
workme i are therefore liable to be ei.astated wih all be fits . 
ment is that th : workm :n gheraocd che sip :rior o.fi:rs as a part of the 
agitation to have the.r legitimate grievances redressed . 

IV . The view poin s expressed by either side are extremes which 
cannot be accepted an ! acted upon . It is true that the workmen ga hered 
under the leaders .ip of these two pers ns and kept the superior officers under 
wrongful restraint in an attempt to have some assurances regarding their 
demands. But curtailing the freedom of others is not anywhere recognised 


The argi 
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as a legal action . But at the same time it cannot be treated as a serious 
miscunduct meriting disn.issal. Some punishment has thtrefore 10 be 
awarded . Loss of wages and other benefits during the is terval will be 
sufficient pinishment. Therefore the mai agen.ent has to be duected to 
reinstate the workmen without benefit of arrears in wages. 

V. In the result an award is pas ed directing the management to rein 
state these two workmen . The workmen will not be entitled to arrears in 
wages or other benefits for the broken period . The broken perid will 
count only for the purpose of gratuity , The management will be liable to 
pay wages to the workmen with effect from the date on which the award 
becomes enforceable if reinstatement is not effected on or before that date in 
case the workmen make themselves available for reinstatement. 

VI. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 
Ernakulam . 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
19-12-1981. 

Presiding Officer, 
Appendix 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. Mi. Enquiry file relating to Shri K. R. Vasu . 
M2. do . 

Shri M.M.Mohammed . 
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PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt. ) No. 31 82 LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th January , 1982. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Ad.ministrator, Poyya Service Co -operative Society Ltd., 
No. 812, Poyya , Trichur District and the workmen of the above concern 
represented by ( 1 ) Shri A. P. Raman, Aerimmal House, P. O. Madathumpadi, 
(via ) Fayya . Trichur District ; ( 2 ) Shri K. K. Bhaskaran , Kollamparambil 
House, P. O. Madathumpadi, ( via ) Poyya , Trichur District 

and ( 3 ) 
Shri A. P. Kunjayyappan , Aerimmal House, P. O. Poopathy , ( via ) Poyya , 
Trichur District received by Government on 7-1-1982 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Aet XIV 
of 1947) 


By order of the Governor, 


P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary. 


-- 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 4th day of January , 1982 


Present 


SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B.L., 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 50 OF 1979 

(Old No. I.D. 54 of 1977 ) 


Between 


TIIE ADMINISTRATOR , 
Poyga Service Co -operative Society Ltd., 
No. 812, Poyya , Trichur District 

And 


GA . 9JMC 
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THB WORKMEN , 
the crurin represented by : ( 1 ) Shri A P. 

namun 
Aarimmal HOUBA, P. O. Madathumpadi, (Via ) Poyya, Trichur Distriat; 

( 2 ) Shri K. K. Bhaskaran , Kollamparambil House , P. O. Madathum 
padi, (Via ) Poyya, Trichur District and (3 ) Shri A. P. Kunjayyappan, 
Aerimmal House , P. 0. Poopathy, (Via ) Poyya , Trichur 

District 


Representations : 

Shri M. Venugopalan , 
Advocate , Trichur, 


.. 


For Management 


Shri K. Aravindakshan , 
Advocate , Trichur. 


For Workmen 


AWARD 


Dismissal of Ms. A. P. Raman , K. K. Bhaskaran and A. P. Kunjayyappan 
py the Poyya Service Co -operative Society Limited No. 812, Poyya , where 
they were working in different capacities is the issue referred for adjudica 
lon by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 100877 LBR . dated 25-8-1977. 
Che rezerence was to the Labour Court, Calicut which had jurisdiction over 
the area in which the Society is situated. Later the territorial jurisdiction 
ame to this Court when it was established afresh . So a transfer became 
nevitable. That is how the case came up before this Court. 


II. Disciplinary proceedings were initiated by the Society against the 
hree employees. They were served with charges to which they submitted 
their explanations. The explanations were found unsatisfactory and there 
!ore a domestic enquiry was ordered. An Advocate appointed to conduct 
the domestic enquiry gave Ext. M3 report on the basis of which the dis 
nissals were ordered The Management is defending its action by saying 
that the workmen were found guilty of the charges in a properly conducted 
domestic enquiry. The workmen on the other hand attacks the domestic 
enquiry on various grounds. In the light of the rival contentions I tried 
the validity of the domestic enquiry as a preliminary issue. Necessary 
acis have been narrated in my order dated 8-7-1981 under which I disposed 
of that issue. I shall here extract that order in full : 


" ORDER 


A Co-operative Society dismissed three of its workmen , viz ., 
Sarvester A. P. Raman , K. K. Bhaskaran and A. P. Kunjayyappan . 
Bhr! Ramau was the secretary and his brother Shri Kunjayyappan was the 
Peon . 

Shri Bhaskaran was one of the Clerks. The Management Society 
her nafler referred to ae the Society) was advancing loans to its members 


3 


on the security ef coconut trees left at the disposal of the Society for 
appropriating usufructs. The nuts from such coconut trees were being 
eropped by the Society had the sale prosecde credited in the loan account 
of the respective members. This transaotion was known as "Kettuthengu" , 


2 . The audit of the accounts of the Society revealed certain irregularities 
in connection with the Kettuthengu transaction and the three employees 
with whom we are concerned were placed under suspension along with 
another clerk . Independent charge-sheets were issued to which the employees 
submitted explanations which were found unsatisfactory. A domestic 
enquiry was ordered . An Advocate appointed as the Enquiry Officer conducted 
the doinestic enquiry in which the workmen participatod . The finding 
of the domestic enquiry officer was that the workmen were guilty of the 
misconducts attributed to them . The Management accepted the findings 
and dismissed the employees of whom three are challenging the punishment 
and the disciplinary proceedings . 


3. There is no Union espousing the cause of the workme The workmer 
have filed a joint claim statement pleading that they are innocent of the 
charges. They have also a case that the domestic enquiry was not held ir 
accordance with principles of natural justice. They further state that there 
is no acceptable evidence at the domestic enquiry to come to a reasonable 
conclusion that the misconducts attributed are proved. In other words the 
findings, according to the workmen , are perverse . They are claiming 
reinstatement with all benefits. 


4. The Management on the other hand justifies its action ag one 
supported by all bonafides. The Irregularities which are the subject matter 
of the charges were pointed out at the audit and disciplinary action was 
initiated . That there was reasonable basis for the disciplinary proceedings 
was established hy positive evidence at the enquiry . The enquiry itselt 
was conducted by an independent Advocate . The workmen were allowed to 
defend themselves at the enquiry by the assistance of a lawyer of their 
own choice. They had engaged a lawyer and it was that lawyer who cross: 
examined the witnesses at the enquiry. The evidence was properly assessed 
by the Enquiry Officer and the findings are on the basis of acceptable 
evidence adduced . Those findings are not liable to be vacated . The workmer 
are guilty of the charges and those charges are serious enough to sustain th 
penalty of dismissals. 


5. The validity of the domestic enquiry was tried as a prelimin 
in view of the above rival contentions. The Anquiry Omcer wa 
a: MWI. Exta. Mi to M4 and W1 to W4 were us proved me 


6. It is the admitted case that the memo of charges a 
workmen . Those memos contain clear allegations of 
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workmen understood the contents and implications of tho charges and 
submitted detailed explanations denying the allegations against them . It 
was thereupon that the Management proceeded to conduct a domestic 
enquiry. An Advocate was appointed as the Enquiry Officer. 
permission to both sides to be represented by Advocates of their own choice. 
Advocates appeared on either side at the domestic enquiry. The witnesses 
for the Society were cross- examined on behalf of the workmen by their 
Advocate. Arguments were also heard. These facts are admitted and proved. 
It is therefore evident that the workmen were given all opportunities to explain 
their position and to defend themselves at the enquiry . 


are 


that 


1. Though not specifically stated in the pleadings it is argued on behalf 
of the workmen that there are indications in Ext. M2 file containing the 
depositions of witnesses examined at the enquiry to infer that the original 
depositions of witness Nos. 2 and 9 examined at the enquiry have been later 
substituted. The 2nd witness at the enquiry was the then Cashier of the 
Society and the 9th witness is the present Secretary. It is apparent from 
the depositions available Ext. M2 that the papers for recording the 
evidence of witness No. 2 and 9 are of a quality different than those used 
for the rest of the depositions. On the basis of this difference it is 
argued by the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the workmen that the 
papers utilised in the case of witness Nos. 2 and 9 are fresh . It is further 
Argued by the learned counsel that the two witnesses are 

still employed 
under the Society and 

therefore available to co -operate with the 
substitution of an improved version of depositions in order to suit the con 
venience of the Suciety. Much emphasis is laid on Ext. Wi argument notes 
submitted by workman Shri Raman before the Enquiry Officer to say that 
this criticism is genuine. It is stated in Ext. Wi argument notes 
Exts. Mi to M25 alone were marked at the enquiry. Ext. M3 enquiry report 
and the deposition of the 9th witness show that exhibits upto M37 were 
marked through the 9th witness. One argument is that Ext. W1 
shows the real pesition especially because the Enquiry Officer did not say 
in his report that the statement in the argument notes regarding the total 
number of exhibits is not correct. But Exts, M26 to M37 are all admitted 
documents, viz ., communications concerning the disciplinary proceedings 
such as memo of charges, explanations etc. Ext. M3, the original findings, 
was before the Deputy Registrar of Co-operative Societies and the same was 
produced in Court on summons on 25-5-1978 . There is no case that there 
is any tampering with that document. That document from its very 
appearance inspires confidence as a genuine old record. It must have been 
the original findings rendered by the Enquiry Officer. In that there is 
reference upto Exts . M37. The Enquiry Omeer had put in only less than 
an year of standing at the Bar when he condueted the enquiry . He is seen 
to have stated in one context that only 30 exhibits were marked on the 
sice of the Management. As already mentioned Ext. M26 onwards at the 
enquiry do not affect the merits of the case as they are admitted documents. 


In these state of affairs the failure of the Enquiry Officer to take serious 
nole of the reference only upto Ext. M25 in Ext. Wi argument notes is 
understandable . So that circumstance cannot add strength to the 
appearance of papers used for the depositions. MW1 has stated that he 
had used the papers that were supplied to him to prepare the deposition 
in the regular course and that the very same papers are still appearing in 
Ext. MJ. There is no oral evidence contra . It is true that witness Nos. 2 
and 9 alone have given evidence against the two employees other than 
Sari Raman . It is equally true that the Advocate 

appearing for the 
workmen at the enquiry did not cross-examine those witnesses on those 
aspects. But we have to remember that the allegations against those two 
employees were not very seriously pursued by the Management and that 
probably must have been the reason why specific attention was not diverted 
to that part of the deposition of the witnesses. It is also pertinent to nole 
that rejoinder of the workmen was filed long after the production of 
Ext. M3 before this Court. Naturally the workmen must have filed the rejoinder 
after verifying the contents of Ext. M3. Even then no specific allegation 
Is raised in the rejoinder that additional documents are seen referred therein . 
The whole criticism is advanced when the Enquiry Officer was in the box. 
It is true that Ext. M2 file containing the deposition of the witnesses was 
produced only as late as on 28-1-1981. But I don t find any reason in the 
circumstances of this case to say that MW2, an independent Advocate, 
had been a party to fabrication of evidence recorded at the enquiry. I have 
no hesitation to say that there was no substitution of the depositions as 
complained. 


From what has been stated above it follows that the disciplinary 
procecaings were initiated and conducted by the Management in all bona fides 
observing principles of natural justice. Now we have to see as to whether 
the findings of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer are perverse or correct 
on the available evidence. 


9. The cases against the three workmen are to be considered separately 
as the misconducts attributed are different and distinct. Shri A. P. Raman , 
the Secretary, is alleged to have committed the following misconducts as 
shown in the charge marked as Ext. M28 at the enquiry : 

( i) Destruction of tender documents relating to sale of " Kettuthengu " 

nuts Ly inviting tenders. 
(ii) Page Nos. 1 to 64 of the Price Allocation Register relating to 

the coconuts from "Kettuthengu " have been removed and 

destroyed. 
(lii) Cash in excess of permissible upper limit has been retained by 

the Secretary . 
(iv ) Rs. 54,024.49, Rs. 86,510.17 and Rs. 50,898.01 respectively for the 

periods 1970-71, 1971-72 and thereafter upto 13-4-1973 received by 


the Secretary from the price of coconuts of "Kettuthengu " was 
not entered in the accounts, but misappropriated by the Secretary. 
In order to suppress the misappropriation it was recorded in the 
" Kettuthengu " account along that the amounts were disbureaci" 
to the members when as a matter of fact no such disbursement 
was made . 


10. I shall deal with the last item of the charge first. The explanation 
submitted by the workman in answer to the above charge is marked as 
Ext . M29 at the enquiry . Therein he had denied the allegation of mis 
appropriation . Ile has also stated that whatever amounts received by him 
had been accounted. He further stated that he was not responsible for 
receiving cash and issuing receipts and that responsibility rested with the 
Cashier examined as the 2nd witness at the enquiry . The defence in the 
pleadings here is also that the Secretary was not actually dealing with cash 
and the Cashier was the person responsible for the same. It is also the 
case of the Secretary that he had various activities to be attended to and 
the accounts were being prepared by the concerned clerks. That the 
Society had various activities and had a Cashier and two or three clerke 
is not in dispute. But it is important to notice that the Secretary he 
no definite case that the Society did not sustain any loss in the " Kettu 
thengu" transaction . Of course he states in some context in the explanation 
as well as the pleadings that there was no loss at all. But the main trend 
of the defence is that some others including the Director Board members 
were responsible for the loss . 


11. It is the admitted case that one Mr. Karthikeyan examined as 
the 3rd witness at the enquiry, an employee working under the designation 
Fieldman under the Society, was in charge of cropping the nuts from 
"Kettuthengu " . MW3 has given evidence that he was in charge of the 
croppings and the coconuts used to be kept at various palces according 
to convenience. Sometimes it was being stored at the residence of some 
of the Committe Members. The cropped nuts are sold by inviting com 
petitive tenders effecting the sale in favour of the highest tenderer. The 
practice was going on in the Society for a pretty long time. Witness 
Nos. 1 , 4 and 5 examined at the enquiry admittedly were regular customers 
of the Society purchasing coconuts on tender . They have given evidence 
that they were successful tenderers at various intervals and that on such 
occasions they used to pay the advance initially and the balance price 
subsequently directly to Shri Raman , the then Secretary, without obtain 
ing any receipts. It is not even suggested that these witnesses had any 
special motive to give false evidenco 

against Shri 

Raman . The 
argument is that it is not probable for these witnesses to have given money 
to the Secretary without obtaining receipts. But the witnesseg have 
given concrete evidence that they were actually adopting the practice of 


giving meney to the Sovrstary straight without obtaining recepta . In the 
absence of any special reason why these witnesses should give false 

evideneg. Then 
evidence it is not possible to discard their 

defence 

the 
that the Secretary was not receiving money from the sale of coconuts 
cannot be accepted. It is also important to notice that in the explanation 
the Secretary had adinitted that he had received money and accounted it. 
So the evidence of witness Nos. 1, 4 and 5 at the enquiry satisfactorily 
prove that the Secretary Shri Raman was receiving the price of coconuts 
from " Kettuthengu " 

without issuing receipts . The accounts for the 
#elevant period . were audited by MW8. Ext . M2 at the enquiry is the 
audit report for the year 1971-72. The audit report for the next period 
is Ext. M3. The Auditor who conducted Ext. M3 audit is not examined. 
All the relevant account books audited under Exts . M2 and M3 are 
available at the enquiry . Ext. M10 is the " Kettuthengu Nalvazhi" for the 
period 14-3-1967 to 21-4-1971. Ext. M13 is the "Kettuthengu " Stock 

Register and Exts. M16 and M17 are the rough cash books and Ext. M11 
in the Day Book . Ext. M15 is ledger . All these are for the same period till 
1971. The accouat books show that the receipts by way of sale of coconuts 
com " Kettuthengu " have not been booked in the main day book and ledger, 
The receipts have been recorded in the " Kettuthengu Nalvazhi" and shown 
as diskursements . Even the workman has no case that such disbursements 
have actually been made. His case is that he had not received any money. 
No dotut the accounts have been maintained by the Clerks. But the 
evidence is that the price of "Kettuthengu" nuts have been received by 

Shri Raman in his capacity as the Secretary . In these state of affairs 
4 Shri Raman cannot escape from tho liability for giving satisfactory 

explanation for the money received . The only reasonable inference that 
could be drawn is that he had misappropriated the money. 


12. There was a prosecution against Shri Raman 

on an identical 
charge before the Special Judge, Trichur which ended in his acquittal. 
Ext. W3 before me is the judgment in that case . The prosecution related 
to three specific items of misappropriation and those items are covered by 
the amounts shown in item No. 4 of the charge. Ext. W3 shows that 

Shri Raman was not honourably acquitted . Even otherwise the fact that 
sa prosecution ended in acquittal does not mean that the charge of mis 

conduct in a disciplinary proceedings should end in a finding of not guilty 
as the standard of proof insisted in the two proceedings are entirely 
different. The evidence available at the enquiry is sufficient to sustain the 
tinding of the Enquiry Officer on item No. 4 of the charge against Shri Raman . 
I confirm that finding. 


13. It is seen from the accounts and Ext. M9 at the enquiry the bye -laws 
Chet the Secretary , who is the custodian of the cash , was keeping with him 
amounts in excess of the permitted limit. That technically is an offence. 
But if cannot be treated as a misconduct deserving & punishment as the 


0 


Director Board that was verifying the accounts and passing the saine 18 
been to have permitted that irregularity to be repeated . So item No. 3 
of the charge also cannot be said to be available as a misconduct . 


14. There is no direct evidence on item Nos . 1 and 2 of the charge 
against Shri Raman . Only some inferences are made by the Enquiry Officer 
to say that the charges are established . Those inferences are not warranted 
by the evidence available in the case. In other words the findings of guilt 
on those charges are not on the basis of acceptable evidence . So I vacate the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer on item Nos. 1 and 2 of the charges against 
Shri Raman . 


15. Now I shall consider the case against Raman s brother 
Shri A. P. Kunjayyappan . Ext. M35 at the enquiry is the copy of the 
charge against him . The composite charge against him contains two limbs. 
The first part is that he had unauthorisedly taken copies of records main 
trained in the society to be handed over to his brother Shri Raman who was 
linder suspension . There is only the evdience of the 9th witness at the 
enquiry in support of this part of the charge. He does not even speak 
that he had direct knowledge about it. So this part of the charge against 
Shri Kunjayyappan is not established . 
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16. The second limb of the charge is that Shri Kunjayyappan in order 
to help h s brother, who was under suspension, was pursuing a conduct 
detrimental to the interest of the society by a propaganda that the affairs 
of the Society are not satisfactory and the shareholders are 

likely to 
sustain damages. Witness Nos. 2 and 9 at the enquiry have attempted to say 
that they have hearsay information from members that Shri Kunjayyappan 
was indulging is such a propaganda. Some of the members who are alleged to 
have conveyed the information to the witnesses would have been more com 
petent to give evidence on this aspect. No other witness has spoken to 
this part of charge against Shri Kunjayyappan . In fact two of the 
witnesses, viz ., witness Nos. 6 and 7 have not given any evidence concerning 
any of the workmen . Suffice it to say that this part of the charge against 
Shri Kunjayyappan is also not established by acceptable evidence . I 
therefore hold that the misconducts attributed to Shri A. P. Kunjayyappan 
are not established and the finding of the Enquiry Officer otherwise is hereby 
vacated . 


17. What remains for consideration is the charge against 
Shri K. K. Bhaskaran . The misconduct attributed to him is that he was 
an accomplice to the Secretary Shri Raman in the matter of misappropria 
tion committed by him . On this charge also there is absolutely no 
acceptable evidence . Shri Bhaskaran had nothing to do with cash . As 
already found cash was being received directly by the Secretary in relation 
to the " Kettuthengu " transaction . There is nothing to show that 
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Shri Shaskaran was made known by the Secretary of the clandestirie 
transactions made by him . In the absence of such evidence it is not possible 
to say that Shri Bhaskaran was guilty of the misconduct attributed to him . 
The findings of the Enquiry Officer that the charges against Shri Bhaskaran 
are established is really perverse as it is rendered in the absence of 
acceptable evidence in support of it. That finding is hereby vacated. 


18. In the result I hereby order that the enquiry was held in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice. The finding of the Enquiry Officer 
against Shri A. P. Raman on item No. 4 of the charge is confirmed . The 
other findings in Ext. M3 are vacated." 


III. The Management offered to adduce fresh evidence on the charges 
against Ms Bhaskaran and Kunjayyappan and 

those 

charges against 
Shri A. P. Raman on which I have vacated the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer. MWs. 2 to 4 were examined by the Society in its attempt to establish 
the charges . Exts. M5 to M27 were also produced and proved. The 
workmen did not adduce any evidence contra. 


IV . The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the workmen advanced 
an argument that the additional evidence now available on the side of the 
Management by itself would indicate that Shri A. P. Raman is not guilty 
of item No. 4 of the charge against him . But the finding of guilt rendered 
by the Enquiry Officer on that charge had been upheld by me and there is 
no scope for adducing fresh evidence before Court on that charge. Evidence 
if at all any in favour of the workmen on a charge already upheld in the 
preliminary order cannot now be considered as I am not sitting in appeal 
over my own finding . So it is unnecessary to consider the merits of the 
argument advanced on this aspect. We need only see as to whether the 
attempt of the Management to substantiate the charges on which I found 
that there was no evidence had succeeded. 


V. I shall first deal with the case against Shri Kunjayyappan . There 
is absolutely no evidence worth the name even in the attempt now made 
by the Management from which it could be said that Shri Kunjayyappan 
is guilty of the charges. So I find that Shri Kunjayyappan is not guilty 
of any of the charges . 


vi. As against Shri Bhaskaran the attempt made before me is that 
he himself was responsible for the destruction of the Price Allocation 
Register relating to the "Kettuthengu" transaction . Ext. M5 the Price 
Allocation Register from which pages 1 to 64 are seen to have been removed 
is stated to contain endorsements at page 65 made by Shri Bhaskaran 
that the pages have been removed . MWS. 3 and 4 swear that the endorse 
ments at page 65 have been made by Shri Bhaskaran . The attempt made 
now is that Shri Bhaskaran himself was responsible for destruction of part 
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of that document. But there is no such charge against him . The destruc 
tion was attributed to Shri A. P. Raman as per item Nos. 1 and 2 of the 
charge. against him . . The only charge against Shri Bhaskaran is that he 
was actively assisting Shri A. P. Raman in committing thë misappropriation . 
So it is not cpen to the Society now to argue for the position that 
Shri Bhaskaran himself was the principal offender in the matter of destruc 
tion of documents when as a matter of fact its specific case was that 
Shri A. P. Raman was responsible for the mischief. The various documents 
produced and proved through MWs. 3 and 4 do not indicate that 
Shri Bhaskaran in any way was responsible for the misconduct attributed 
to him . MW2 Shri Karthikeyan repeats only the evidence that he had given 
at the enquiry as the 3rd witness there. So the Management s attempts to 
establish the charge against Shri Bhaskaran before me has not succeeded. 
I find that Shri Bhaskaran is not guilty of the charge. 


VII. As against Shri A. P. Raman we have to see as to whether the 
additional evidence now available substantiates item Nos. 1 to 3 of the 
charge against him . No attempt was made to substantiate item No. 3 of 
the charge. The additional evidence regarding item Nos. 1 and 2 is 
attempted only to point out that Shri 

Bhaskaran was responsible for 
destruction of the records. That means that there is no fresh evidence to 
find Shri A. P. Raman guilty of item Nos. 1 and 2 of the charges also. 
The various documents produced are only the accounts, receipts and other 
records already produced at the enquiry. They cannot be treated as fresh 
evidence. In these state of affairs it can easily be found and I find that 
Shri A. P. Raman is not guilty of item Nos. 1 to 3 of the charges against him . 


on 


VIII. The reliefs to which the workmen are entitled is to be considered 
now . Sarvasree K. K. Bhaskaran and A. P. Kunjayyappan are normally 
entitled to reinstatement with continuity of service as they are not found 
guilty of the charges . A serious attempt is made by the Society to show 
that these two employees are profitably employed at other places. There 
is evidence oral as well as documentary and acceptable too in the case of 
Shri Bhaskaran that he is employed in the Sree Narayana Corporation on 
a full time basis . MWs. 2 , 3 and 4 have given evidence that aspect 
Exts. M6 series five in number are proved to be receipts issued by 
Shri Dhaskaran in his capacity as an employee in the Sree Narayana 
Corporation conducting a kuri to which MW2 is a subscriber . Exts. M7 
series are similar receipts issued by Shri Bhaskaran to MW3. Ext. M2! 
series are such receipts issued to MW4. The receipts corroborate the evidence 
of MWs 2 to 4 that Shri Bhaskaran is being continuously employed by the 
Sree Narayana Corporation ever since he was dismissed from the Society. 
But that does not mean that Shri Bhaskaran has no right for reinstaternent 
in the Society . A dismissed employee is not expected to starve himself to 
death and thereby relieve the employer of its liability to reinstate him in 
case the dismissal is found unsustainable . So the alternate employment 
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secured is not a reason to deny reinstatement. Reinstatement with 
continuity of service of Shri K. K. Bhaskaran has to be ordered. The fact 
that he was all along employed otherwise is a circumstance to scale down 
the rate of back wages. Back wages can therefore be limited to fifty 
per cent of the normal. 


none 


IX . As against Shri A. P. Kunjayyappan it is said that he is employed 
in an arrack shop at Ernakulam . MWs. 2 to 4 have stated so . But 
of them have direct knowledge regarding this aspect. All of them have 
hearsay evidence only . It is not a case where direct evidence is not possible . 
So hearsay evidence cannot safely be acted upon . Hence the case of the 
Society that Shri Kunjayyappan is being employed elsewhere cannot le 
accepted. Shri Kunjayyappan therefore is entitled to reinstatement with 
continuity of service and full back wages. 


X. Shri A. P. Raman , a responsible officer of the Society , is seen to 
have been responsible for misappropriations. He was the Chief Executive 
Officer of the Society. The misconduct committed by him is very serious. 
He is therefore not entitled to any reliefs in the matter of punishment. The 
dismissal awarded to him is only to be confirmed and I do so . 


XI. In the result an award is passed in the following terms: 


The dismissal of Shri A. P. Raman is confirmed. The Society is 
directed to reinstate Sarvasree K. K. Bhaskaran and A. P. Kunjayyappan 
with continuity of service. Shri Bhaskaran will be paid fifty per cent of the 
back wages. 

Shri Kunjayyappan has to be paid the entire back wages 
in full. 


XII . This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Ernakulam , 
4-1-1982. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


GA, 9MC. 


APPENDIX 


Witnesses erumined on the Management s side : 

MWI. Shri V. K. Madhusudanan . 
MW2. » Karthikeyan . 
MW3. Gopalakrishnan. 
MW4. Mathai K..O . 
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Witnesses examined on the Management s side : 
Ext. M1. Depositions of witnesses MW1 to MW9 at the domestic enquiry. 
M2 (series ) . Documents marked at the domestic enquiry on the 

side of the Management. 
M3. Report of the Enquiry Officer dated 30-8-1976 . 
M4. Enquiry proceedings sheet . 
M5. Coconut Price Allocation Register of the Society from 

27-4-1972 
M5 (a ) . Coconut Price Allocation Register of the Society from 

10-8-1960 . 
M5 (b ) . Coconut Price Allocation Register of the Society from 

14-10-1961. 
M6. A receipt from Sree Narayana Corporation dated 7-1-81 . 
M6 ( a ) . 

14-5-81 . 
M6 (b ) . 

12-6-81. 
MC c). 

10-12-80 . 
M6 ( d ) . 

4-1-81. 
MT. 

7-12-74 . 
M7( a ) . 

2-1-1975.1 
M7( b ) . 

31-3-75 . 
M7 ( c ) . 

8-7-1975 . 
► M7 ( d ) . 

6-12-75 . 
M7 (e ) . 

8-1-76 . 
M7 ( f ) . 

7-2-76 . 
M7( g ) . 

14-6-76 . 
M7 ( h ) . 

9-9-76 . 
M7 ( i ) . 

6-5-77. 
M7( j) . 

8-10-78. 
M7 ( k ) . 

6-12-78 . 
" M711). 

24-1-79 
M7( m ) . 

24-1-79 for Rs. 56.35 . 
M8. Duplicate receipt book of the Society from 15-3-71. 
M8 (a ) . Receipt No. 1300 dated 23-3-71 (in Ext. M8 ) . 
M8 (b ) . Receipt No. 1210 dated 15-3-1971. (in Ext. M8) . 
M8( c ). Receipt No. 1270 dated 20-3-71 ( in Ext. M8) . 
M9. Duplicate receipt book of the Society from 27-8-70. 
M9( a ) . Receipt No. 04428 dated 29-8-70 (in Ext. M9) . 
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Ext. M10 . Duplicate receipt book of the Society from 23-7-70. 
» M10 ( a ) . Receipt No. 04131 dated 25-7-70. ( in Ext. M10 ) . 

M11. Day Book of the Society from 2-5-70. 
M11 ( a ). Page 136 of Ext. M11. 
M12. A list of records prepared on 13-4-73 when the charge was 

handed over by Shri A. P. Raman . 
M13 . Copy of the decision No. 5 of the Society Committee mceting 

held on 11-8-1957.. 
M14. Copy of the decision No. 7 of the Director Board Meeting held 

on 30-1-1971. 
M15 . Copy of the decision No. 2 of the Director Board Meeting held 

on 29-4-1971. 
M16 . Cupy of the decision No. 6 of the Director Board Meeting held 

on 27-12-1964. 
M17. Copy of the audit certificate of the Society for the year 1970-71. 
M18 . Inspection Register of the Society from 5-1-63. 
M18 ( a ) . Pages 26 and 27 of Ext. M18 . 
M19. " Kettuthengu " Stock Register from 30-6-69. 
M20. " Kettuthengu " Day Book from 14-3-67. 
M21. A receipt from Sree Narayana Corporation dated 1-10-75 . 
M21 ( a ) . 

2-8-75 . 
M21 ( b ) . 

5-11-75 . 
M22. Cash chit book kept by the Secretary from 20-4-70. 
M22 ( a ). 

23-11-70 . 
M23. General ledger of the Society from 1-7-70. 
M24 . Eye-laws of the Society. 
M25 series (68 in number ). Vouchers for various amounts. 
M26. Duplicate memo book regarding the sales of coconut from 

24-7-70 . 
M26 (a ) . Duplicate memo book regarding the sales of coconut from 

21-8-70. 
M27. Audit certificate of the Society for the year 1971-72. 
M27 ( a ) . 

1972-73 . 
Exhibits mariced on the Workmen s side: 
Ext. Wi. Argument notes submitted by the worker Shri A. P. Raman 

before the Enquiry Officer. 
W2. An inland letter dated 21-1-1977 from Shri V. K. Madhusudanan 

to Shri A. P. Raman . 
W3. Certified copy of the judgment in Crl. Case No. 9076 of 

the Enquiry Commissioner & Special Judge, Trichur. 
W4. Certified copy of the judgment in O. P. No. 2878/79 of the 

High Court of Kerala . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 7 dated 16th February 1982 
PART 3 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1553 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 26th December 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the General Manager , Hindustan Machine Tools Limited , 
Kalamassery and the workmen of the above concern represented by the 
General Secretary , H.M.T. Employees Union , Kalamassery received by 
Government on 21-12-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (CentralAct XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Depu Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 15th day of December, 1981 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 277 of 1979 

Between 
The GeneralManager, Hindustan Machine Tools Limited , 

Kalamasserry 

And 


The workinen of the above concern represented by the General 

Secretary , H.M. T. Employees Union , Kalamasserry 
Representations - 
M /s. Joseph & Kuriyan , 
Advocates, Cochin - 18 

For Management 
M /s. K. Balachandran & 
M. Jayakumar, Advocates, 

For Union . 
Cochin - 17 
G.A. 302 /B . 


AWARD 
The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.). 
No. 907 /79/ L & H dated 26-7-1979 is “ Dismissal of Sri P. Raghavan Nair, 
T. No. 1825." 

II . The dismissal was effected after a domestic enquiry . The 
Management is defending its action whereas the Union while attacking the 
dismissal as unsustainable claimed reinstatement of the workman . But the 
workman has since died and the claim for reinstatement is no more available . 

III . The validity of the domestic enquiry was seriously challenged by 
the Union . Therefore I considered the question as to whether there was a 
valid domestic enquiry as a preliminary issue . I answered that issue in 
favour of the Management as permy order dated 14-10-1981. 

The finding 
of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer was also confirmed by me in that 
order . Facts necessary for disposal of the case are narrated in that order 
which I shall here extract in full: 


" ORDER 
Shri P. Raghavan Nair, an employee of Hin lustan Machine Tools 
Limited , Kalamassery was dismissed by the Management and the 
correctness of the same is being challenged by the Union . 

2. Disciplinary proceedings were initiated against Shri Raghavan Nair 
alleging that he on 25-7-1973 at 9.20 p . m . abused and assaulted Shri 
Gopala Pillai, another worker , at the factory bus stop . The explanation 
submitted by Shri Raghavan Nair was found unsatisfactory and therefore a 
doinestic enquiry was ordered . MWI, the then Personnel Officer of the 
concern , conducted the domestic enquiry in which the workman participated . 
The Enquiry Officer came to the conclusion that Shri Raghavan Nair was . 
guilty of the charge . Disn . issal was on the basis of that finding accepted by 
the Management. 

3. The Union while pleading innocence of the worker contends that 
there was no valid and proper domestic enquiry . Reinstatement of the 
workman with all benefits is claimed . 

4. The Management in its written statement justifies the action as one 
supported by all bona fides. According to the Management Shri Raghavan 
Nair was guilty of a grave misconduct involving abuse and assault of a co 
worker. This misconduct was well established in a properly conducted 
domestic enquiry. Shri Raghavan Nair had asmany as a dozen warnings . 
by way of punishments on prior occasions. His antecedents are so bad that 
it is not desirable to retain him in service. The dismissal therefore is 
justifiable . He is not entitled to any reliefs . 

5. The validity of the domestic enquiry is being tried as a preliminary 
issue in the face of the rival contentions relating to that aspect . Before 
considering that aspect I have to dispose of another technical objection 


raised by the Management. The employee Shri Raghavan Nair is now no 
more and the objection of the Management is that the cause of action no 
more survives and the proceedings had abated . The answer of the Union is 
that the case can proceed inspite of the demise of the affected employee . 

6. There is no decisio 1 of the Supreme Court on the controversy as to 
whether the adjudication proceedings abates or not with the death of the 
affected workman . The decisions of the High Courts are not unanimous on 
this aspect. The Kerala High Court in Gwalior Rayons v Labour Court 
(1978 II LLJ 188 ) has said that the proceedings will not abate with the 
death of the conecrned workman . This view is accepted by a Division 
Bench of the Gujarat High Court in Bank of Baroda v . workmen ( 1979 II 
LLJ 57) . I need not cite the decisions of the other High Courts which 
have taken a different view as I am bound to follow the Kerala High Court. 
So the objection of the Management that the proceedings had abated is only 
to be over - ruled and I do so . 

7. Now we conc to the question of the valdity of the domestic enquiry . 
The workman admittedly was served with a charge which gave the alle 
gations in unambiguous terms. He understood the same and submitted his 
explanation . He had notices of the domestic enquiry that was proposed to 
be held by MWI. MWI as already mentioned was the then Personnel 
Officer. (He had since left the concern .) The workman at the very outset 
had raised an objection that MWI is not likely to be impartial. This was 
over-ruled by the Management and the Enquiry Officer. It is now 
complained that MWIshould not have acted as the Enquiry Officer. It is 
easy to raise an objection that the person appointed as the Enquiry Officer is 
likely to be biased . Such wanton allegations unsupported by reasonable 
basis can rightly be discarded . Here in this case there is nothing to show 
that the Enquiry Officer had any special grudge against this employee. So 
the allegation that the Enquiry Officer may not be impartial was rightly 
rejected . 

8 . One other objection is that the list of witnesses intended to be 
examined at the enquiry were not furnished to the workman in advance . 
It is the admitted case that the list was not furnished . The workman did 
not ask for the list when the enquiry was started . The Management had 
examined as many as six witnesses . Four witnesses were examined and 
cross examined till 9-11-1973 and the case was again taken up for the 
examination of the 5th witness on 13-11-1973. Page 45 of Ext. Ml contains 
the proceedings of that sitting. It shows that an objection was raised by 
the workman that he is not furnished with list of the witnesses. He insisted 
on the list of the witnesses to be examined . The Presenting Officer said 
that he is not prepared to furnish the list as he has only two more witnesses 
to be examined. This objection was upheld by the Enquiry Officer. The 
complaint is that further examination should not have been held without 
furnishing the list. What has stated by the Presenting Officer at that stage 
was that he has only two more witnesses and therefore it is unnecessary to 
give the list at that time. 


This is not a case where the two witnesses examined after the above 
objection are strangers to Shri Raghavan Nair. The earlier four witnesses 
were examined and cross-examined without furnishing their names in 
advance . Witnesses Nos. 5 and 6 were subsequently examined and cross 
examined by Shri Raghavan Nair. If in fact he had any difficulty in 
cross- examining those witnesses without collecting further information 
regarding them then it was open to him to move for an adjournment of 
the case for cross-examination of those witnesses He did not do so . It is 
also seen that those witnesses were elaborately cross-examined . In these 
state of affairs t e failure to furnish the list cannot be treated as an act 
violating the principles of natural justice as attacked now . The decision of 
the Supreme Court in Delhi Cloth and General Mills Co. Ltd. V. Ganesh 
Dutt (1972 I LLJ 172 ) is authority for the position that failure to 
furnish list of witnesses in advance at the domestic enquiries cannot invari 
ably be treated as a circumstance vitiating the enquiry . 

10. Another objection is that the Enquiry Officer did not permit the 
workman to cross-examine the witnesses elaborately . But it is now 
admitted that all questions proposed by him were recorded by the 
Enquiry Officer and that those disallowed are also mentioned in the record . 
There are some instances where the Enquiry Officer is seen to have recorded 
the questions and over ruled the same mostly for the reason that the 
questions had been asked and answered earlier . There is nothing wrong in 
preventing repetition of the same questions. So this complaint is also 
without any basis. 

11. Yet another objection is that leading questions were permitted when 
the Management s witnesses were examined by the Presenting Officer. 
Ext. M 1 indicates that questions suggesting answers have been put in the 
chief examination of the witnesses. Similar questions are seen permitted also 
when the defence witnesses three in number were examined in chief. We 
have to remember that the Evidence Act prohibiting leading questions in 
chief examination is not as such applicable to proceedings before labour 
Courts and Tribunals . So there is no basis for the objection that leading 
questions should not have been allowed . Of course it can legitimately be 
complained that the Enquiry Officer was partial in permitting leading 
questions in the case of the Management if a similar treatment was not given 
to the defence witnesses. There is nothing of that sort in the present 

So this objection has also no force . 
12 From what has been stated above it is clear that the enquiry did 
not in any way violate the principles of natural justice . 

13. Another objection is that the findings are perverse . This isnot a case 
where the workman has a case that nothing happened at the relevant time 
in the factory premises. It is admitted by him also that there an 
incident involving himself and Shri Gopala Pillai. The version of the 
workman is that Shri Gopala Pillai was the aggrössor. He has a further 
case that he had complained of that aggression to the Management and 

hat no effective action was initiated against Shri Gopala Pillai. Failure to 
produce the complaint said to have been filed by Shri Raghavan Nair is also 


case . 


was 


criticised as an attempt on the part of the Management to suppress 
material facts. But we have evidence of the witnesses on either side. 
The first five witnesses on the side of the Management claim that they have 
witnessed the incident. All of them have given clear and convincing 
evidence that Shri Raghavan Nair initiated the trouble by abusing Shri 
Gopala Pillai initially and later assaulting him by hitting him on his chest 
with a torch light. Nothing favourable to the defence has been brought 
out in the cross-examination of these witnesses. Of course witness Nos. 1 
and 3 examined on the side of the defence have said that the incident 
started in a different manner. Their case is that Shri Gopala Pillai started 
the trouble by beating Shri Raghavan Nair without any provocation 
whatsoever. Shri Raghavan Nair has no case that Shri Gopala Pillai had 
a grudge against him . So the versions spoken to by the defence witnesses 
are far from convincing. On the other hand the witnesses for the Manage 
ment have said that Shri Raghavan Nair who had no special business at 
the factory bus stand at 9.20 p . m . went there in a drunken stage and 
picked up a quarrel with Shri Gopala Pillai who was on duty. The 
versions of the Management s witnesses appear more probable in the 
circumstances of this case. So the findings of the Enquiry Officer are 
only reasonable in the face of the available evidence. Those findings are 
also hereby confirmed . 

14. In the result it is found that the findings rendered by the Enquiry 
Officer have been correctly rendered in a properly conducted domestic 
enquiry ." 

IV . The only question remaining for consideration is the relief to 
which the workman is entitled to . As already stated the workman is 
no more and he cannot be given any relief. I have over -ruled the objection 
of the Management that the entire proceedings are abated . Though the 
workman is no more appropriate reliefs other than reinstatement can be 
granted to the legal representatives if there are reasons to grant such 
reliefs. We have to examine as to whether such relief is warranted in the 
circumstances of this case. 

V. Assault and abuse of another employee in the premises of the 
establishment is the charge proved against the deceased workman. The 
Management has proved at the enquiry that the workman has several 
minor punishments to his credit on previous occasions. This background, 
according to the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Management, 
is sufficient to deprive the workman if he was alive of any reliefs. The 
argument goes further that no relief can be granted when the workman 
himself would not have legitimately claimed any reliefs. However the 
workman is no more and I am told that he has legal representatives who 
were depending on him . His bad antecedents in the peculiar circumstances 
should not stand in the way of granting some benefits to the legal re 
presentatives. In the circumstances of this case I feel that a discharge 
instead of dismissal would be sufficient punishment and the benefits 

GA 302/ B . 
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available to the workman as though he was discharged on the date on 
which he was intended to be dismissed will be disbursed by the Management 
to the legal representatives of the deceased workman . -An award is passed 
accordingly. 

IV . This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
15-12-1981. 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the Management s side : 

MWI. Shri K.P. Philip . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. Mi The file relating to the enquiry proceedings. 

Mi. (a ). Enquiry report in Ext. Mi file) . 


MU 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


.G . O (Rt) No. 54 /82 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 18th January 1982 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Sri J. Pulikken , Proprietor, Pio Food Packers , Kuriachira , 
Trichur -6 and the workmen of the above concern represented by (1 ) 
The Secretary , Pio Food Packers Workers Union , Kuriachira , Trichur -6 (2 ) 
• The Pio Food Packers Labour Congress, Kuriachira , Trichur- 6 and (3 ) 

The Trichur District Carming Industries Workers Union , Valarkavur, 
Trichur-6 received by Government on 14-1-1982 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY ALMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
( Dated this the 7th day of January, 1982) 

Present: 
SARI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC. B.L., 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 307 of 1979 

Between : 
1. (1) Sri J. Pulikken , Proprietor, Pio Food Packers, Kuriachira, Trichur-6 
The workmen of the above concern represented by (1 ) The Secretary, Pio Food 
Packers Workers Union , Kuriachira , Trichur -6 , (2) The Pio Food Packers 

Labour Congress , Kuriachira , Trichur-6 and (3 ) The Triehur 

District Carming Industries Workers Union , Valarkavur , Trichur-6 . 
Representations: 
1. Shri P.D. Jose, 
Advocate, Trichur- 5 

For Management. 
2. Shri K.K. Vasu Panicker, 
Advocate , Trichur- 3 

For Union No. 2 
GA. 13 /S 


And 


. 


AWARD 


This industrial dispute referred by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) N .. 
1239/79 / L & H dated 27-8-1979 concerns 16 

persons represented by 
three different Unions. The exact nature of the dispute is not revealed in 
the reference. Union No. 2 alone had entered appearance to prosecute the 
claimsof the workmen . What is stated by that Union in the pleadings is that 
the 16 personswere permanent workers from February 1977. They worked 
continuously till July 1977. Thereafter there was a short break as there was 
no work in the factory . The work was resumed in November 1977. These 
16 persons were not provided with work when it was resumed . They were 
not given any benehts also. They are, therefore, entitled to reinstatement 
with all benefits . 

2. The Management has filed a written statement contending that these 
16 

persons were only trainees for a period of three months and they had 
voluntarily left after the completion of the training. 

3. The only Union which had entered appearance and advanced plead 
ing also chose to remain absent when the case reached the stage of evidence. 
It was also declared ex parte . 

4. The Proprietor of the Management concern has given evidence in 
support of his contentions. His unchallanged evidence is acceptable to 
hold that the contentions are true. In the result an award is passed holding 
that the persons mentioned in the reference are not the workers of the 
Management. They are not entitled to any reliefs. 


Trichur , 
7-1-1982. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 53/82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th January 1982. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Rural Development Khadi & Village Industries 
Co-operative Society Ltd. No. 839, Chengalur and (2) Shri K. J. Joseph . 
Administrator, Rural Development Khadi & Village Industries Co-operative 
Society Ltd. No. 839 , Chengalur and the workman of the above concern 
Shri A.Gopinathan, s/o A. Bhaskaran Nair, Avanaly House, Varakkara P.O., 
(via ) Alagappanagar received by Government on 14-1-1982 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 
In the Labour Court , Ernakulam 
Dated this the 7th day of January , 1982 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc. , B.L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 2 OF 1980 

Between 
The President, Rural Development Khadi & Village 
Industries Co- operative Society Ltd. No. 839, 
Chengalur and (2) Shri K. J: Joseph , 
Administrator , Rural Development 
Khadi & Village Industries Co 
operative Society Ltd. No. 839 , 

Chengalur 

And 
1he workman of the above concern Shri A. Gopinathan , 
s/o A. Bhaskaran Nair, Avanaly House , Varak 

kara P. O., (via ) Alagappanagar. 
Representations: 
M /s. K.Aravindakshan & K. K. Gepinathan , 
Advocates , Trichur - 3 . 

For Management 
M /s. K. Bhavadasa Menon & C. V : Francis , 
Advocates, Trichur. 

For Workman 
GA. 12/ S . 
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AWARD 


Denial of employment to Shri A. Gopinathan , an employce of a 
Co -operative Society impleaded asmanagement in this adjudication , is the 
issue referred by Government as per G.O. ( Rt.) No. 8 /80 /LBR dated 
1-1-1980. 

2. In the charter of demands appended to the reference it is alleged that 
Shri Gopinathan was denied employment without any reasons whatsoever 
with effect from 9-3-1978 . This allegation is answered by the management 
in its written statement by saying that Shri Gopinathan employed as a 
Salesman committed misappropriation of amounts to the tune of Rs. 1,026.17 
and he voluntarily abandoned the job after remitting the money misappro 
priated when he was threatened with prosecution and disciplinary proceed 
ings. The Society did not pursue the matter further as Shri Gopinathan 
himself had assured the office bearers that he is no more interested in 
continuing as an employee of the Society . The allegations are denied by 
Shri Gopinathan in his rejoinder . 

3. The case came up for evidence with the above pleadings. Then 
Shri Gopinathan and his counsel remained absent. Therefore 
Shri Gopinathan was declared ex -parte . 

4. The management asked to prove its case has discharged that burden 
by filing an affidavit sworn to by the Secretary of the Society. The affidavit 
is accepted in proof of the Society s contentions. It therefore follows that 
there was no denial of employment, but only a voluntary abandonment. 
I find so . 

5 . In the result an award is passed to the effect that the employee is not 
entitled to any reliefs . 


(Camp) Trichur. 

7-1-1982 . 


N : SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Oficer . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
G.O .: (Rt.) No. 57/82/ LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 20th January 1982 . 

The award of the Labour Court Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Commissioner, Municipal Council, Trichur and the workmen of 
the above concern represented by Shri K. V.K. Panicker , President, National 
Labour Organisation , Kerala Committee, Trichur received by Government 

14-1-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


on 


By order ofGovernor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 7th day of January , 1982 


Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC. B.L., 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 22 of 1980 . 

Between 
The Commissioner, Municipal Council, Trichur 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by Shri K.V.K. . 
Panicker, President, National Labour Organisation , Kerala 

Committee, Trichur 
Representations: 

Shri E.R. Abraham , 
Advocate, Trichur- 3 

For Management. 
Shri K.V. K. Panicker, Trichur 

For Workmen . 
GA. 14 / S . 
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AWARD 


Termination of the services of 21 employees by the Municipal 
Commissioner , Trichur, is the issue referred for adjudication by Government 
as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 616 /80 /LBR dated 12-5-1980 . 

2. The Union has filed a claim statement contending that the 21 
workmen were permanent employees of the Municipality from 1974 and 
that their services were terminated without observing the due formalities 
and payment of compensation from the 4th December, 1976. Reinstatement 
with all benefits is claimed by the Union . 

3. The Municipality in its written statement contends that these 21 
persons were never employed on permanent basis by it . They were employed 
as casual workers for a short interval from January to September 1975 for 
a specific work on the completion of which they ceased to have any further 
work . There was no retrenchment on the basis of which benefits of any 
sort could be claimed. So they are not entitled to any reliefs . 

4. There is a rejoinder in which the claims are reaffirmed by the 
Union while rcfuting the contentions of the Municipality . 

5. When the case came up for evidence it was reported by the 
President of the Union , who is appearing on behalf of it, that no reliefs are 
sought for in the present proceedings in view of subscquent developments. 
It is said that the workmen are being provided with work by the Munici 
pality on an agreement reached . An endorsement to that effect is also made 
by the President ofthe Union . It is mentioned therein that the workmen 
do not press any reliefs in this proceedings. It is therefore unnecessary to 
proceed with the case. Ar award is hence passed holding that there is no 
subsisting industrial dispute available for adjudication . 


(Cainp ) Trichur, 
7-1-1982. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt. ) No. 39 /82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 15th January 1982. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Shri N. Ananthasivan, Managing Partner, Linefield , Amaravathy 
Tea Estate , Rukmini Bhavan , Puthenchanthai, Trivandrum and the 
workmen of the above concern represented by the Regional Secretary , 
E.S.U.S.I., C.S.I. Compound, Pallikunnu P. O., Peermade received by 
Government on 12-1-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
(Dated this the 5th day of January , 1982 ) 

Present: 
Shri N , SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 25 of 1980 

Between 
Shri N. Ananthasivan , Managing Partner, Linefield , Amaravathy 
Tea Estate , Rukmini Bhavan , Puthenchanthai, Trivandrum -l . 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the Regional 
Secretary, E.S.U.S.I., C.S.I. Compound , 

Pallikunnu P.O., Peermade . 
Representation: 
Shri N. Krishnankutty , 
Advocate, Trivandrum . 

For Management. 
GA. 11/ S 
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AWARD 


This reference made by Government concerns the dismissal ofan 
employee. The dismissal was after a donestic enquiry. The validity of the 
domestic enquiry was upheld by me in my preliminary order dated 
14-12-1981. I have also accepted the findings of the Enquiry Officer with 
certain modifications. Facts and the rival contentions have been narrated 
in detail in my preliminary order which I shall here extract in full: 


" ORDER 


ing 


Dismissal of Shri P. G. Janardhanan Pillai, Plucking Writer of an 
Estate , is what is involved in this case . The dismissal was after a domestic 
eaquiry . Disciplinary proceedings were initiated against Shri Janardhanan 
Pillai issuing a charge-sheet to the effect that he trespassed upon a portioa of 
the tea garden belonging to the Management and committed waste by 
cutting and destroying about thousand tea bushes and a few shade trees and 
started cultivation in the area after clearing the same by fire resulting in 
substantial damage to the Management. It was alleged that the action 
amounted to misconduct as provided in subsection (a ) (c ) and (g ) of Stand 

Order No. 14 applicable to the establishment. The workman sub 
mitted his explanation in which he said that there wasno trespass but only a 
permissive occupation of uacultivated areas outside the estate . He further 
said that he had invested about Rs. 3,000 for clearing and cultivating the 
land. Thus he pleaded innocence. The explanation did not find favour 
with the Management. So it ordered a domestic enquiry. An Advocate 
appointed as the Enquiry Officer conducted the domestic enquiry in which 
the workman participated . The Enquiry Officer found Shri Janardhanan 
Pillai guilty. The dismissal followed on its basis . 

2. The Union has filed a clarification statement in addition to the 
charter ofdemands appended to the reference . The claims are answered 
by the Management in its written statement. The Union while pleading 
innocence of Shri Janardhanan Pillai contends that there was no valid or 
proper domestic enquiry. The Management in its written statement repeats 
the allegation that the workman is guilty of the charges . It is further 
alleged that the charges were well established in a properly conducted 
domestic enquiry . In view of these rival contentions it became necessary to 
consider the validity of the domestic enquiry as a preliminary issue. 

3. The Enquiry Officer was not examined as it was conceded by both 
sides that the enquiry papers can be admitted in evidence without his 
examination . The enquiry file accordingly wasmarked as Ext . Mi. It 
contains the depositions of the four witnesses examined on the side of the 
Management and one witness examined for the worker. The findings of the 
Enquiry Officer is also in Ext. Mi. The documents available are the 
charge Ext. Mi (a ) and the explanation of Shri Janardhanan Pillai 
Ext . M1 (b ) . 
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warrant a 


was 


4 . Ext. Mi (a ) charge is self explanatory and the workman was told 
in detail the allegations against him . He had understood the allegations 
correctly and the same is answered in Ext. Mi (b ). The workman had 
notice of the appointment of the Enquiry Officer. He readily participated 
in the enquiry. The Enquiry Officer was an independent Advocate . 

The 
workman is seen to have participated in the enquiry throughout. He was 
given ample opportunity to cross- examine all the witnesses for the 
Management. He wanted to examine only one witness on his side. That 
witness was also examined . So the workman was given all reasonable 
opportunities to defend himself . There is no complaint that the Enquiry 
Officer was in any way biased . The Enquiry Officer is seen to have 
conducted the enquiry in an impartial manner. Admittedly the action was 
-taken on the basis of the occupation of some portion of the land belonging 
to the Management. In these state of affairs it can easily be said that the 
disciplinary proceedings were initiated with bonafides. The enq iry in 
form and procedure was therefore proper. 

5. The main complaint of the Union is that the evidence admitted 
does not 

reasonable finding of the workman s guilt. The 
Managementwanted me to consider the judgement of the Sub Court, 
Kottayam in O.S. 69/78 between these parties wherein the cause of action 
was the very same trespass . But that was not produced at the enquiry and 
therefore I cannot look into it at this stage . Here I am only concerned 
with the sufficiency of the evidence that alrcady admitted at the 
enquiry . I shall proceed to consider that evidence. 

6. It is common case that Shri Janardhanan Pillai had Occupied 
somewhere about four acres of land belonging to the Management in 1977 . 
The dispute is as to whether it was 

with the permission of the Estate 
Management or a trespass . There is the further controversy as to whether 
it was a tea plantation or a jungle area . The defence that the occupation 
was with the permission of the Estate Management is not established at the 
enquiry . On the other hand the evidence is that there was some labour 
unrest resulting from non -payment of wages to the workers and staff and 
that the employees constituted a Works Committee which in turn allotted 
plots of estate land to the employees including Shri Janardhanan Pillai. 
That is the suggestion made and admitted in cross-examination of the four 
witnesses examined on the side of the Management. It is the same fact that 
is spoken to by the witness examined behalf of the workman . So the 
admitted fact is that the allotment was made by the Works Committee 
constituted by the employees . The Management was not a consenting party 
to the formation of that Committee or the allotment. So it is evident that 
the Management did not permit occupation . The occupation was 
without the permission of the Management. 

It therefore amounts to 
trespass 

7. Now we have to see as to whether the area occupied by Shri 
Janardhanan Pillai was tea plantation or an abandoned jungle. The first 
witness examined on the side of the Management Shri S. E. Mani is one of 


the 
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the Conductors of the Estate . He had stated even in chief examination that 
the area occupied by Shri Janardhanan Pillai was jungle land and that there 
was no plantation belonging 

to the 

estate therein at the time of the 
occupation . The 2nd witness is one of the Watchers of the estate . He 
alone states that there was regular tea and cardamom cultivation in the area 
occupied by Shri Janardhanan Pillai and that he cultivated in the interspace 
available after clearing the weeds and that the tea and the cardamom was 
subsequently destroyed . According to this witness there was regular 
uniform cultivation of tea and cardamom in the entire area . The third 
witness, a Supervisor of the Estate, had stated in chief examination that 
there was some scattered tea and cardamom in that area . The 4th witness 
is the then Superintendent. He had stated even in chief examination that 
the area occupied by Shri Janardhanan Pillai was abandoned by the Estate 
and it was almost like a jungle and that the firewood that became available 
on account of the clearing by Shri Janardhanan Pillai was purchased by the 
Estate . According to this witness Shri Janardhanan Pillai did not commit 
any destructive work . The same is the evidence given by the defence 
witness: 

8 . From the trend of the available evidence it is clear that Shri 
Janardhanan Pillai did not intentionally commit any mischief. He was one 
of the several recipients of lands allotted by the Works Committee . The 
Works Committee itself was formed and the allotment made as part of the 
agitation launched by the employees when they were not paid their wages 
for a considerable length of time. It is said that action was taken in this 
manner against Shri Janardhanan Pillai alone. So the charge that he 
intentionally committed the mischief and caused damage by destroying the 
regular tea plantation is not sustainable . So the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer to that effect cannot be supported . However Shri Janardhanan 
Pillai is guilty of trespass upon the estate land . The finding to that effect is 
upheld . 

9. In the result it is hereby found that there was a proper and valid 
domestic enquiry . It is further found that the finding that Shri Janardhanan 
Pillai committed trespass upon the estate property is correct. The other 
part of the findings are hereby vacated .” 

II. The only aspect remaining for consideration is as to whether the 
workman is entitled to any reliefs in thematter of punishment. The learned 
counsel for the workman argued before me that the occupation of the land . 
by his client even though it technically amounts to trespass cannot be treated 
as a basis for a serious misconduct when viewed in the background that such 
occupation was organised by the entire workmen of the estate at a time 
when they were not paid their wages in time. A lenient view in the matter 
of punishment has, therefore , to be adopted according to the learned counsel. 
On the other hand the learned counsel for the Management argues for the 
position that this is not a silly affair as is projected and that this employee 
alone is persisting in keeping the property in his possession when as a matter 
of fact the other workers had vacated from the plots occupied by them . It . 
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is also the admitted case that there was a litigation between the Management 
and his workman for recovery of the property trespassed upon . In the case 
of the present workman he is still keeping the property in his possession . So 
the original occupation cannot be treated as an innocent occupation in 
compelling circumstances . The subsequent conduct can also be taken into 
account in moulding reliefs in cases like this . I therefore find that the 
workman Shri P.G. Janardhanan Pillai is not entitled to any reliefs in 
the matter of punishment.. An award is passed confirming the dismissal of 
the workman . 


Ernakulam , 
5-1-1982 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 


Appendix 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. Mi. The file relating to the domestic enquiry . 
MI. (a ) Copy of charge-sheet dated 8-6-1977 issued to Shri 

Janardhanan Pillai. 
Mi. (b ) Copy of explanation of Shri Janardhanan Pillai dated 

28-6-1977. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 78 /82 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 28th January 1982 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Superintendent, Moongalar Estate, Vandiperiyar and the 
workmen of the above estate represented by the General Secretary , E. S. & 
E. U. S. I., Collectorate P. O., Kottayam received by Government on 
27-1-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 19th day of January, 1982 

. Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 26 of 1980 

Between 
The Superintendent, Moongalar Estate, Vandiperiyar 

And 
The workmen of the above estate represented by the 
General Secretary , E. S. & E. U. S. I., 

Collectorate P.O., Kottayam 
Representations: 
M /s. Menon & Pai, 

For Management 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
Shri. Joseph Mackil, 

For Union 
Advocate , Kottayam . 
GA. 18 / L 
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one 


AWARD 
Dismissal of Shri Yagappan, a Supervisor of the Moongalar Estate, 
Vandiperiyar, is the issue referred for adjudication by Government as per 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 605 /80 /LBR dated 9-5-1980 . 

2. The cause of the workman was taken up by a Union which in the 
charter of demands appended to the reference had attacked the dismissal as 
onc unjust and unlawful and opposed to all principles of natural justice. 
The Management in its written statement justifies the action as 
supported by all bonafides. It contends further that the workman was 
found guilty of theft of timber belonging to the establishment in a properly 
conducted domestic enquiry. The misconduct is serious enough to inflict 
and sustain the punishment of dismissal and therefore the workman is not 
entitled to any reliefs. 

3. The Union had filed a rejoinder contending that there was no 
proper enquiry. The enquiry , according to the Union , was conducted in a 
language ( English ) foreign to the illiterate workman without translating 
the proceedings into Tamil or Malayalam . The workman is really 
innocent of the charges. The evidence at the enquiry is also not accept 
able. The findings of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer accepted 
by the Management are perverse. The workman is entitled to re- instatement 
with all benefits . 

4. When the case came up for evidence it was reported by both sides 
that the workman is no more . The relief of re -instatement is, therefore , no 
more available. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Union 
wanted the legal representatives of the deceased workman to be impleaded 
as additional parties to the reference. This request was orally made before 
me. But I refused permission to have them impleaded for the reason that 
the party to the reference is not the workman but the Union . So there is 
no question of impleading anyone in the place of the workman as the 
workman himself would not have got himself impleaded as a party as a 
matter of right. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the Manage 
ment agreed before me that the Management will pay gratuity and 
other benefits due to the deceased workman to his legal representatives 
as though he had been discharged on the date of dismissal. In the nature 
of the changed circumstances it is unnecessary to proceed with the adjudi 
cation as the offer of the Management is very fair. So I am passing an 
award directing the Management to pay the benefits that would have been 
payable to the workman as though he had been discharged on the date on 
which the dismissal was intended to take effect to the legal representatives 
of the workman . 

5. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
19-1-1982 . 

Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1528 /81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th December 1981. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President Kannan Devan Employees Co -operative Society 
Limited , (Reg . No. K. 242 ), Munnar and the workman of the above 
establishment viz. Smt. S. Salomi, 3 of B Rooms Line, Ward No. VII , 
High Range Club Road , Munnar P.O., Pin -685612 received by 
Government on 11-12-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 8th day of December, 1981 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC . , B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 74 of 1980 

Between: 
The President Kannan Devan Employees Co-operative Society 
Limited, (Reg . No. K.242), Munnar 

And 
The workman of the above establishment viz, Smt. S. Salomi 

3 of B RoomsLine, Ward No. VII, High Range 

Club Road, Munnar P.O., Pin - 685612 . 
Representations : 

Shri K. J. Joseph , 
Advocate, Devicolam . 

For Management. 
Shri D. Damodara Kurup, 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 

For Workman . 


. 
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AWARD 


The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) 
No. 921 /80 /LBR dated 27-6-1980 is " Discharge of Smt. Salomi, Attendant” 

2. Smt. Salomi was an Attendant of a Consumer Store managed by 
the Kannan Devan Employees Co-operative Society . Her services were 
terminated by the Management as per Ext. Ml notice dated 24-8-1979 with 
immediate effect. The terms of that notice are very important for the 
purpose of this case in view of the contentions raised by the employee and 
therefore I shall here extract that notice in full : 

" Madam , 

I regret to inform you that an employee is not required to clean 
the commodities in the Society under the present circumstances . 
Hence you are discharged from the service of the Society with 
immediate effect. However you will be paid salary upto 30th 
September 1979 and all other benefits to which you are entitled as 


per rules. 


You may collect all the amount due to you after handling over 
the house provided to you . The above decision was taken by the 
Board of Directors at its meeting held on 22nd August 1979. 

Yours faithfully , 

(Sd .) 

President." 
3. Pleadings have been advanced by both sides. 

The Management 
justifies its action by saying that it was an inevitable retrenchment as the 
services of this particular employee became superfluous on the introduction 
of packet system . It is said that this employee was engaged for winnowing 
articles stored and sold by the Society. The Management has a further case 
that the employee was an undesirable element. But the services were not 
discharged as a punishment after any enquiry . There was no charge or 
explanation also . The notice also does not say that the discharge was as a puni 
shment. So we need only consider the contention that the employee was 
retrenched for acceptable reasons. The answer of the employee is that there 
was no sufficient reason for her discharge or retrenchment. She has also a 
case that the action is not sustainable in law for want of formalities insisted 
by Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act . 

4. No oral evidence was admitted by either side. Exts. W1 and W2 are 
the documents on the side of the employee . The Management s document 
is Ext. Mi. 

5. The main objection pressed before me by the learned counsel 
appearing on behalf of the employee is that Ext. Minotice under which the 
aervices were terminated by itself is sufficient to say that the formalities of 
Sec. 25F of the Industrial Disputes Act were not complied and therefore 


3 


the termination itself is void ab initio . A reading of the notice extracte ! 
above makes it clear that there was no unconditional offer of the retrench 
ment compensation . The conditional offer is not substantial compliance of 
the mandatory provisions of Sec . 258. It is unnecessary to quote authorities 
in support of this view . However I shall refer to three recent decisions of 
the Supreme Court in support of this position . They are ( 1) Santosh 
Gupta v . State Bank of India (1980 II LLJ 72 ), ( 2 ) State Bank of India 
v . N. Sundaramoney (1976 I LLJ 478 ) and (3 ) Mohan Lal v. Bharat 
Electronics Limited ( 1981 II LLJ 70 ) . These decisions have made it clear 
that any termination otherwise than by way of punishment or retirement 
on superannuation will amount to retrenchment for which formalities are to 
be observed as insisted by the Industrial Disputes Act and that violation of 
these provisions ren ler ; th > termination ab initio void . Here in this case 
the employee admittedly was confirmed in service as per Ext. W2 with effect 
from 1-4-1977 . Her initi il appointment was on 13-7-1976 from which date 
she had continuous service till the date of termination 24-8-1979 . 

So the 
retrenchment as per Ext MI fected by the Management is invalid ani 
ineffective. The employee is to be deemed to be in service and therefore 
she is entitled to reinstatement with all benefits including continuity of 
service. I grant that relief to the employee . But this award is no bar for 
the Management to take steps for a legal termination afresh in accordance 
with law . 

6. In the result an award is passed ordering the Management to 
reinstate the employee with continuity of service and other benefits 
including the right to receive arreas in wages . 

7. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
8-12-1981. 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Exhibit marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. MI. Copy of discharge notice dated 24-8-1979 issued to 

Smt. S. Salomi from the Society . 
Exhibits marked on the Workman s side : 
Ext. Wi. Appointment order dated 13-7-1976 issued to 

Smt. S. Salomi by the President of the Society . 
W2. Confirmation letter dated 23-5-1977 issued 

Smt. Salomiby the President of the Society. 


to 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Departme..i 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt ) No. 1551/81/LBR . Dited, Trinindrun , 26th December 1931 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, Neo Paints and Rubber Industries, Indu 
strial Estate, Palluruthy, Cochin -6 and their worker Smt. G. Sara .wathy 
Kunjamma, Bijuvihar, Palluruthy Nada, Cochin -6 received by Government 
on 21-12-1981 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P.GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 15th day of December , 1981 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC , B L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 98 OF 1980 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Neo Paints and Rubber Industries , 
Industrial Estate, Palluruthy, Cochin -6 

And 
Their worker Smt. G. Saraswathy Kunjamma, 

Bijuvihar, Palluruthy Nada, Cochin -6 
Representations: 
M /s. Joseph & Kuriyan , 

For Management 
Advocates , Cochin - 18 
M /s . M. Ramachandran & 
K. R. B. Kaimal, Advocates, 

For Worker 
Cochin - 17 
GA. 303 / B . 
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concerns 


AWARD 
This Industrial dispute aroge when an individual workman was dismissed 
by the concerned employer. The reference was made by Government as the 
efforts made at the stage of conciliation did not yield useful results . 

II. The dis nissal was after a domestic enquiry. The circumstances 
under which disciplinary proceedings were initiated and the details of the 
charge were all cons de ed by me in my order under which I have disposed of 
the preliminary issue as to whether there was a proper and valid domestic 
enquiry. I shall re -produce that order here instead of repeating the facts 
and the contentions of the parties: 

“ ORDER 
The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt) 
No. 1436 /80/LBR dated 9-10-1980 

the 

dismissal of 
Smt. G. Saraswathy Kunjamma. 

2. It is common case that the Management initiated disciplinary 
proceedings and dismissed Smt. Saraswathy Kunjamma. The charge 
against her was that she misappropriated a sum of Rs. 78 entrusted to her 
in her capacity as the Accountant in charge of accounts and cash on 
7-1-1980 without entering th : amount in the accouns. The discrepancy 
was detected by the Management when the cash and accounts were 
checked and verified on 4-2-1930 . Th : delinquent on the same day 
submitted a statement before the Management admitting the irregularity . 
She explained that the omission was the result of an inadvertant mistake. 
She also craved for mercy . 

The explanation 

did not appear 
convincing to the Management. So a formal charge was framed on 
28-2-1980 . This was served on the delinquent and she submitted her 
explanation repeating the earlier version but elaborating the same. 
Therefore the Management ordered a domestic enquiry . 

3. MWI, an Advocate appointed as the Enquiry Officer conducted 
the enquiry . Smt. Saraswathy Kunjamma participated in the enquiry . 
The Eiquiry Officer found her guilty and the dismissal followed on the 
basis of that finding. 

4. In the charter of demands appended to the reference it is alleged 
that the enquiry was not fair and imparial. She was not permitted assi 
stance at the enquiry . The Enquiry Officer did not permit her to put 
several questions which she wanted to ask the witnesses. The enquiry is 
thus vitiated . 

5. The Management in its written statement defends its action by 
saying that the delinquent committed grave and unpardonable misconduct 
ofmisappropriation and the samewas adequately proved in a properly 
conducted domestic enquiry. It is the further case of the Management 
that this employee had committed misappropriation on an earlier occasion 
also and that she was thea let off with warning as a first offender . She did 
not improve an 1 repca ed the misconduct. Dismissal is the only deserving 
punishment to this employee . 
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not 


6. In view of the rival contentions regarding the validity of the 
domestic enquiry it became necessary to dispose of the question as to whether 
there is a proper and valid enquiry or not as a preliminary issue. Ext. MI 
is the enquiry file containing the relevant papers at the enquiry conducted 
by MWI. The employee was examired as wwi. 

7. Admittedly the employee was served with a charge which gave the 
details of the allegations against her. She participated at the enquiry 
without raising any objections regarding the personnel of the Enquiry 
Officer. She participated in the enquiry throughout. Only two objections 
are now pressed regarding the procedure adopted by the Enquiry Officer. 
The first objection is that the employee s request to have the assistance of 
an outsider at the enquiry was refused . Ext. Wi admittedly is a letter 
submitted by the employee before the Enquiry Officer . Her request for the 
assistance of an outsider is contained in that letter. The request was 
granted by the Enquiry Officer . At the same time the Enquiry Officer 
admittedly permitted the employee to bring a co -worker for her assistance 
at the enquiry . These facts are endorsed in Ext. Wi. The employee did 

ake advantage of the situation . 
8 . It is well settled that the domestic enquiry as the very term 
implies is an internal affair and that the assistance of an outsider or a Union 
representative cannot be insisted as a matter of right. So there is nothing 
wrong in the Enquiry Officer s refusal to grant the request contained in 
Ext. Wi. It is stated by the learned counsel appearing on behalf of the 
employee that all the remaining members of the staff of this establishment 
were witnesses at the enquiry and therefore no staff member was available to 
assist the employee at the enquiry and there was practical difficulty in 
seeking the assistance of one or other of the ordinary workers and the 
Enquiry Officer in the peculiar circumstances should have granted the 
request to have the assistance of an outsider . But such a situation was not 
brought to the notice of the Enquiry Officer. It is also important to notice 
in this connection that this employee is not an illiterate person . The 
charge did not involve complicated facts . Most of the facts are also 
admitted . In these state of affairs the failure to have the assistance of 
somebody else to defend the employee at the enquiry would not have 
adversely affected her interests. So the first objection is devoid of merits. 

9. The second objection is that the Enquiry Officer did not permit 
pertinent questions proposed at 

the time of cross- examination . This 
allegation is denied by MWI. There is only a general and vague 
allegation that questions put in cross examination were disallowed . It is 
not stated even now as to what were the crucial questions that were over 
ruled by the Enquiry Officer. On the other hand the employee when 
examined before me had given answers which indicate that Ext . MI 
represents a true account of all the details that have transpired at the 
enquiry. The depositions are all signed by the employee . She had stated 
in her evidence before me that the records contained in Ext. Mimust 
be correct as she had affixed her signature to it. In these state of affairs 
the complaint that the Enquiry Ollicer did not permit her to 


cross 
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examine the witnesses to her satisfaction is raised without any reasonable 
basis . This objection must also fail . 

10. Another argument advanced by the learned counsel appearing 
on behalf of the employee is that the evidence does not disclose an actual 
misappropriation . It is admitted by the employee in the explanations 
that Rs. 78 entrusted to her for proper accounting and custody on 7-1-1980 
was not accounted till the verification by the Management on 4-2-1980 . 
The explanation is that there was an accidental omission . It may be that 
an omission occurred in the matter af accounting. But the fact that at 
least there is a possibility of a mistake would have been detected on the 
same day as the cash must have exceeded the book balance . There was 
also shortage in cash when it was verified on 4-2-1980 . These facts are 
evident from the testimony of the witnesses as well as from the explanation . 
The only possible inference is that the amount was misappropriated by 
the employee to whom it was entrusted . So the evidence is sufficient to 
sustain the charge . 

11. In the result I find that there was a proper and valid domestic 
enquiry and that the findings arrived at by the Enquiry Officer are 
correct. 

III . What remains for consideration is as to whether the workman is 
entitled to any reliefs in the matter of punishment. Misappropriation is 
what is involved . It is in evidence that this is not the first occasion where 
this employee had committed misappropriation . On the prior occasions 
she was warned not to repeat the misconduct. The warning did not have 
any effect. In these state of affairs it cannot be said that the punishment 
of dismissal is excessive . It is also in evidence that this worker has another 
employment now . In these state of affairs I find no reason to grant any 
relief in the matter of punishment. 

IV . In the result an award in passed confirming the dismissal and 
finding that the employee Smt. G. Saraswathy Kunjamma is not entitled 
to any reliefs. 

N. SUKUMARAN, 
Ernakulam , 

Presiding Officer 
15-12-1981. 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the Management s side: 

MWI Shri Gcorge Varghese. 
Witnesses examined on the Workman s side: 

WW1 Smt. G. Saraswathy Kunjamma. 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext . Mi. Tic file relating to the domestic enquiry. 

MI(a ). Findings of the Enquiry Officer ( in Ext. Mi) . 
Exhibit marked on the Workman s side: 

Ext. Wi. A letter dated 15-3-1980 from Smt.Saraswathy Kunjamma to 
the Enquiry Oficer seeking permission of an assistant from out side. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 64 /82 /LBR . Daled, Trivandrum , 21st January 1982 . 

The award of the Labour Court Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between Sri B. M. Keshava , Proprietor, B. M. Bakery , Near Hossangadi 
Railway Gate , P. O.Manjeswar, Cannanore District and their workman 
Sri P. Gopalan c /o C.I.T.U. Office , Manantoddy received by Government 
on 20-1-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 

Dated this the 12th day of January 1982 


Present : 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A. B.L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 21/80 . 

Between 
Sri B.M. Keshava , Proprietor, B.M. Bakery , 

Near Hossangadi Railway Gate, P.O. 
Manjeswar , Cannanore District.- (Management) . 

And 
Sri P. Gopalan , c/o C.I.T.U. Office, 

Manantoddy.- (Workman ) 
Representations: 

Advocate SriM. P. Govindan Nambiar For the Management 
Advocate Sri C. T. Mohandas 

For the Workman 
GA 16 /S . 


AWARD 


1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
denial of employment to Sri P. Gopalan from 1-9-1978 was referred to this 
Court for adjudication as per G.O. Rt. No. 608 /80/LBR dated 12-5-1980 . 
The case was taken on file and notices issued to the parties. They entered 
appearance and filed statements. 

2 . When this case came up for enquiry on 5-1-1982 at the Cannanore 
Camp of this Court, the workman as well the counsels appearing for the 
parties endorsed that the above dispute has been settled out of court and 
hence the claim for reinstatement is not pressed . Hence I pass the Award 
holding that the workman is not entitled the relief of reinstatement. 

3. This award will come into force 30 days after its publication in the 
official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised , 
corrected and passed by me on the 12th day of January , 1982. 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 69/82/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd January 1982. 
The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Ezhome Ksheera Vyavasaya Co-operative Society 
Ltd., Ezhome, Cannanore and their workmen represented by the Secretary , 
Hotel and Commercial Establishment Workers Union , A. I. T. U. C., 
Taliparamba received by Government or 20-1-1982 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Labour Court , Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 12th day of January, 1982 

Present : 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 7/81 

Between 
The President, Ezhome Ksheera Vyavasaya 
Co -operative Society Ltd., Ezhoma, 

Management 
Cannanore. 

And 
The Secretary , Hotel and Commercial 
Establishment Workers Union , 

Union 
A. I. T. U. C., Taliparamba 
Representations : 
Advocate Sri P. M.Gopalan 

For the Management 
Sri P. V. Chandukutty , 

For the Union 
Secretary of the Union 
GA . 17 / L . 
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AWARD 
1. This industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Sri V. V. Karunakaran, Depot Supervisor was referred to this 
Court for adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 302/81/LBR dated 2-3-1981. 
The case was taken on file and notices issued to the parties. They entered 
appearance . 

2. When this case came up at the Cannanore Camp of this Court on 
5-1-1982, the parties filed a statement that the dispute has been settled out 
of Court and such the same need not be continued . Hence I hold that 
there is no dispute existing between the parties requiring adjudication . An 
award is passed accordingly . 

3. This award will come into force 30 days after its publication 
in the OfficialGazette. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised , 
corrected and passed by me on the 12th day of January , 1982. 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court. 


Kozhikode. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Departoient 


NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 99/82/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 1st February 1982. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Secretary , Kerala Dinesh Beedi Workers Central Co -operative 
Society Ltd., Cannanore - 1 and their workman represented by the Secretary, 
Kerala Dinesh Beedi Staff Union (AITUC), Near Kallikodam Kavu. 
Çannanore- 1 received by Government on 27-1-1982 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV 
of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday, the 18th day of January, Nineteen hundred and eighty-two.) 

Present : 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS, B. A., B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 28/81 

Betueen 
The Secretary , Kerala Dinesh Bccdi Workers Central Co-operative 

Society Ltd., Cannanore - 1 

And 
The Secretary , Kerala Dinesh Becdi Staff Union (AITUC) , 

Near Kallikodam Kavu , Cannanore- 1 . 


GA 25 / L . 
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AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Rt.: 721/81/LĒR dated 
3-5-1981 . The only issue referred is the following : 

Termination of Services of Sri K. Sekharan from 1-6-1979 . 

2. Registered notices were issued and both parties appeared before this 
court. The Union took several adjournments for filing their claim state 
ment. On 30-12-1981 when the case was taken up the Union was not 
present. There was also no appearance on their behalf. The union was 
therefore declared ex -parte. In these circumstances I find that the union 
is not interested in the issue referred . 

The reference is answered accordingly . 


Calicut, 
18-1-1982. 


K. P. DEVADAS, 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 100 /82 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 1st February 1982. 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between theManaging Partner, Malabar Chemicals Company, Kanjikode, 
Palghat and their workmen represented by the President, All Kerala 
Commercial & Technical Employees Union , District Office, Padmashailam 
Vadakenthara, Palghat received by Government on 27-1-1982 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Monday , the 18th day of January , Nineteen hundred and eighty -two) 

Present : 
Suri K. P. DEVADAS, B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 29/81 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Malabar Chemicals Company , 

Kanjikode, Palghat. 

And 
The President, All Kerala Commercial & Technical Employees Union , 

District Office, Padmashailam , Vadakenthara , Palghat . 
G.A. 26 / L . 
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AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Rt. 750/81/LBR dated 
9-6-1981. The issues referred are the following: 
1. Denial of employment to the workmen by names P. Govindankutty 

Nair, as Watchman and P.V. Unnikrishnan as peon from 11-6-1980 

and Smt. Santha P. Nair . 
2. Bonus for the year 1979-80 . 
3. Registered notices were issued and the parties appeared before this 

The Union took time for filing claim statement and 28-12-1981 
when the matter was taken up the president of the union with other aggrie 
ved workers were present and filed statements to the effect that the matter is 
settled between them and the management. The council for the manage 
ment who was also present conceded that the claims are settled between 
the parties. Hence I find that there is no dispute subsisting between the 
parties for adjudication at present. The reference is answered accordingly . 


court. 


Calicut, 
18-1-1982 . 


K. P. DEVADAS, 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Health ( D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 56654/D2/81/HD. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 20th November 1981. 
The following Notification No. G.S.R. 518 ( E )dated the 21st September , 
1981 of the Government of India , Ministry of Health and Family Welfare 
(Department of Health ) published in the Gazette of India , Extraordinary , 
Part II- Section 3- subsection (i) dated the 21st September 1981 is hereby 
republished for general information . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. SRINIVASAN , 

Secretary. 


GOVERNMENT OF INDIA 
Ministry of Health and Family Welfare 
(Department of Health ) 

New Delhi, the 21st September, 1981 . 

NOTIFICATION 
G.S. R. 518 ( E ).- The following draft of certain rules further to 
amend the Drugs and Cosmetics Rules, 1945 , which the Central Government 
proposes to make after consultation with the Drugs Technical Advisory 
Board, and exercise of the powers conferred by sections 12 and 33 of the 
Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940 (23 of 1940 ), is hereby published as required 
by the said sections for the information of all persons likely to be affected 
thereby and notice is hereby given that the said draft rules will be taken into 
consideration after the expiry of a period of 90 days from the date on which 
the copies of the OfficialGazette in which this notification is published are 
available to the public . 

Any objections or suggestions which may be received from any person 
with respectto the said draft rules before the expiry of the period as specified 
will be taken into consideration by the Central Government. 

G. 1983 
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" 


DRAFT RULES 
1. These rules may be called the Drugs and Cosmetics (Amendment ) 
Rules, 1981.] 

2. In the Drugs and Cosmetics Rules, 1945 , (i) after rule 150 the 
following rule shall be inserted , namely: 

“ 150 - A . Standards for Cosmetics. - Subject to the provisions of 
these rules, the Standards for Cosmetics shall be such as may be prescribed 
in Schedule S. 

( ii ) In schedule A , in Form 34 , under the heading 47. Results of 
test or analysis for the entry ( d ), the following entries shall be substituted , 
namely: 
( d ) It contains not more than .. 

parts per 
million of Lead and .. 

parts per 
million of Arsenic . 
It contains more than . 

.parts per millic of Lead 
and .. 

.parts per million of Arsenic . 
(iii) After Schedule R the following shall be inserted , namely : 

“ Schedule S 

( Ses rule 150 - A ) 

STANDARDS FOR COSMETICS 
" 1. Standards for Cosmetics in finished form . — The following 

Cosmetics in finished form shall concern to the Indian 
Standards specifications laid down from time to time by the 
Indian standards Institutions: 

Skin Powders 
Skin Powder for infants 
Tooth Powder 
Tooth Paste 
Skin Creams 
Hair Oils 
Shampoo , Soa- based 
Shampoo , Synthetic-Detergent based 
Hair Creams 1 
Oxidation hair dyes, Liquid 
Cologne.” 
(No. X.11013 /3 /81 - DMS& PFA ? 

(Sd .) 
R. K. SINGHAL , 
Joint Secretary . 


. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Home (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Ms) 7 /82 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 19th January 1982 . 
S. R. O. No. 167/82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by Article 233 
(1) of the Constitution of India, the Governor of Kerala is pleased to 
appoint the following persons as District and Sessions Judges. 

1. Shri N. Natesan 
2. Shri Varghese M. Mathew 
3 . Shri A. Mohammed Khan 
4 . Shri C. Raghavan 
5 Shri K. Aravindaksha Menon 


By crder of the Governor, 
K. V. VIDHYADHARAN , 

Special Secretary . 


G. 103 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
COLLEOLATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT SPECIAL RULES FOR THE KERALA 
COLLEGIATE EDUCATION SUBORDINATE Service - QUALIFICATION OF 

Music TEACHERS - AMENDMENT ISSUED 


HIGHER EDUCATION (C ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 8 /82/ H . Edn . Dated , Trivandrum , 20th January 1982 


Read:-1, G.O. (P ) No. 283 /67/PD dated 2nd September 1967 . 

2. Letters No. T1-59159 /77 dated 7-11-1977 , 10-3-1978 , 20-11-1978 , 

11-8-1980 and 15-6-1931 from the Director of Colegiate 

Education . 
3. Letters No. A. 11(5 ) 3658 /79/CW dated 30-4.79 and 5-1-1981 

from the Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission . 


NOTIFICATION 


S. R. O. No. 168/82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of sectiou 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 ( 19 of 1968) 
read with section 3 hereof, the Goieri.ment of Kerala hereby make the 
1ollowing rules further to amend the Spcial Rules for the terala Collegiate 
Education Subordinate Service published under Notification G.O ( P ) 
No. 283 of the Public (Rules) Department dated the 2nd September, 1967 in 
Part 1 of the Kerala Gazetie No. 38 dated the 26th September, 1967, 
namely: 

Rules 
1. Short title and commencement.-- (1 ) These Rules may be called the 
Special Rules for the Kerala Collegiate Education Subordinate Service 
(Amendment) Rules, 1981 . 

(2 ) They shall come into force atonce. 
G 138 
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2. Amendment of the Rules: 
In the Special Rules for the Kerala Collegiate Education Subordinate 
Service, in the Annexure , under the heading Posts in Music Colleges and 
Academies" , to the existing entries in column (2 ) “ Qual fication " against 
the post " Assistant Professor” in column ( 1) the following proviso sball be 
added , namely: 

" Provided that in the case of Academy Assistants who were in service 
on or before the 2nd September 1967 and who had learnt music according 
to the Gurukula System or possess Ganabhooshanam Diplorna and have 
reputa ion as good exponents of Music, a pass in Ganaprave na Examination 
will not be insis.ed upon for promotion to the category of Assistant 
Professors" . 

By order of the Governor, 
M.MOHANKUMAR , 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) 

Pass in Ganapraveena or an equivalent examination is [the qualification 
required according to the Special rules for appointment as Assistant Professor. 
The Senior Academy Assistants in the Music College and Academies who 
were in service on the date of issue of the Special Rules do not possess the 
required qualification for promotion as Assistant Professors. Government 
consider that these Senior Academy Assistants who have learnt music 
according to the Gurukula System or who possess Ganabhooshanam and 
who are acclaimed artists in their respective fields should be made eligible 
for promotion as Assistant Professors. This amendment is intended to 
achieve the above purpose . . 
To 

The Director of Collegiate Education , Trivandrum 
The Principal, SSC College of Music , Trivandrum . 
The Principal, RLV College of Music and Institute of Fine Arts, 

Tripunithura . 
The Principal, Chembai Memorial Government Music College , 

Palghat. 
The Secretary , Kerala Public Service Commission , Trivandrum 

(wi h CL ) 
The General Administration (Services) Department- Vide U.O.No. 

1094547SG3/81/GAD dated 1-10-1981 
The General Administration (Rules) Department (vide U. O. No. 

104123/Rules- 1 /81/GAD dated 20-8-1981) 
The Law Department - Vide U.O. No. 9633 /Leg . C1 /81/Law dated 

27-7-1981. 
The Higher Education ( F ) Department. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Transport, Fisheries and Ports (Transport - C ) Dopartment 

NOTIPICATION 


No.31223 /TC2/81/ TF & P . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 7th December 1981. 
S. R. O. No. 170 /82. - Whereas representations have been rcocived by 
Government from the Stage Carriage Operators specified in the annexure 
to this notification , that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 31st 
March , 1981 and 30th September, 1981 in respect of the Stage Carriages 
particulars of which are specificd in the said annexure could not be 
remitted within the prescribed period due to financial strain and that 
extension of time for payment of vehicle tax in respect of these vehicles 
may, therefore, be granted ; 


And whereas, the Government are convinced that circumstances existed 
chat the operators of the said stage carriages could not remit the vehicle 
tax in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in the State 
for the quarters ended on the 31st March , 1981 and 30th September, 1981 
duc to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of 
the said stage carriages due to non -payment of tax would have caused great 
inconvenience to the travelling public ; 

And whereas, the Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarter ended on the 
31st March , 1981 and 30th September 1981 in respect of the said stage 
carriages; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of Kerala 
hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 31st 
March , 1981 and 30th September, 1981 in respect of the said stage carriages 
ordinarily kept for use in the State shall be paid on or before the 31st 
October, 1981 together with additional tax payable under section 12 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 read with the notification 
(5) No. 33942 /TC2/75-5 /PW dated the 29th September, 1975 published as 
S. R. O. No. 876/75 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 572 dated the 
29th September , 1975 . 
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Annexure 


SI. 
No. 


Registration No. of 
the Stage Carriage 


1 


Name of Stage Garriage 

Operator 
The Managing Partner, 
Pradeep Transports , 
R. C. Road, Cochin -5 
Ernakulam . 
Shri. P.T. Jose , 
Panthalloor, 
Vaikom . 


KLE . 4917 


2 


KLR . 7597 


By order of the Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 


Esplanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , bat is intended to indicate 
the main purpose of the issue of the notification . ) 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage 
Carriage Operators as shown in the annexure requesting extension of time 
for payment of vehicle tax for the quarters ended 31st March , 1981 and 
30th September, 1981 due to financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise there vehicles might be put 
out of operation for non -payment of tax causing great inconvenience to the 
travelling public . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports (Transport C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 31916 / TC2/81/ TF & P . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 6th November 1981. 
S. R. O. No. 171/82. – Whereas the Transport Commissioner has 
reported that the grace period for the payment of tax in respect of non 
transport vehicles and contract carriages for the quarter ending on the 31st 
December, 1981 will expire on the 14th October, 1981 and that Regional 
Transport Officers will find it difficult to accept tax and issue licences in 
respect of non - transport vehicles and contract carriages, within the said 
grace perind, as seven days of th : first 14 days of October, 1981 are public 
hodidays and has therefore requested that the grace period to remit the tax 
for the said vehicles may be extended up to the 20th October, 1981; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that acceptance of tax 
and issuance of licences for such vehicles by the Regional Transport Officers 
within the grace period are difficuit; 

And whereas, the Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the grace period for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarter end 
ing the 31st December, 1981 in respect of the said vehicles ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976 ) read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules. 1975 , the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarter ending the 31st 
December , 1981 , in respect of non -transport 

vehicles and contract 
carriages shall be paid on or before the 20th October, 1981. 

By order of the Govei nor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
main purpose of the issue of the notification ). 

The Transport Commissioner has reported that the Regional Transport 
Officers will find it difficult to accept the tax for the quarter ending 
31-12-1981 within the grace period on or before 14-10-1981 for all non 
transport vehicles and contract carriages for the reason that 7 out of the 
first 14 days of October, 1981 are public holidays, and hence the grace 
period to remit the tax may be extended till 20-10-1981. 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest grant 
extension of grace period for payment of tax in respect of non -transport 
vehicles and contract carriages. 


G , 1862. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports (E ) Department 

പിൻവാങ്ങൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ ജി . ഒ, ആർ. ററി. 23 /82/ ടി . എഫ്, ആൻ പി . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1982 ജനുവരി 11 . 
എസ്.ആർ.ഒ. നമ്പർ. 172/82. - 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്റ് 
(1962- ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർക്കാർ, 
ഇതോടൊന്നിച്ച് ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള 

പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 

1980 
ഒക്റാബർ 14 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 

കേരള ഗസററ് III-ാം ഭാഗം 2241 -ാം 
പേജിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ 1980 മേയ് 30 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കെ 4-25983/ 79 
എന്ന നമ്പർ തിരുത്തുവിജ്ഞാപനം ത്താടു കൂടി വായിച്ച ( പകാരമുളള 1980 
ഏ പിൽ 15 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള ഗസററ ° III ഭാഗം 797-798-9 പേജുകളിൽ 
പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പ 
പകാരമുളള 1980 ഫെബ്രുവരി 27 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കെ 4-25983/ 79 എന്ന 
നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് തിരുവനന്തപുരം 

ലാൻറ 
അക്വിസിഷൻ ഡപ്യൂട്ടികളക്ടർ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടു 
ളളതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും 

ഇ ത ി ന മ ൽ 
പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല - തിരുവനന്തപുരം 
താലൂക്ക് തിരുവനന്തപുരം 
( കമ സർവെ നമ്പർ 

വിവരണം 
നമ്പർ 

1077/6 (പഴയ സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ) 
1077/18 (പുതിയ സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ) പുരയിടം 


വില്ലേജ_മുട്ടത്തറ 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 
ഹൈ : ആർ: ച . മീ . 


} 


0 


02 


83 


ഗവർണറുടെ ഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

ഡി , ബാബു പോൾ , 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി, 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Health (D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 3916 /D2/81/HD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 13th January 1982 . 
S. R. O. No. 173/82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 21 of the Drugs and Cosmetics Act, 1940 (Central Act 
23 of 1940), and in supersession of Notification No. 21249/D2/ 77 /HD , 
dated the 6th September, 1977 published as S.R.O. No. 863/77 in Part I 
of the Kerala Gazette No. 39 dated the 27th September , 1977 the Government 
of Kerala hereby appoint the following Officers to be Inspectors for the 
purposes of Chapter IV of the said Act for the whole State of Kerala , 
namely : 

(1) Shri V.J. Thomas, Drugs Controller 
( 2 ) D.Kumaran Nair , Assistant Drugs Controller 
( 3 ) T. T. Joseph , Assistant Drugs Controller 

A R. Saratchandra Menon , Chief Inspector of Drugs Intel 

ligence Squad 
(5 ) R. Balakrishna Pillai, Regional Drugs Inspector 
(6 ) V.S. Parasuraman , Regional Drugs Inspector 
( 7 ) P. P. Kurian , Regional Drugs Inspector 
(8 ) V. T. Mammen , Drugs Inspector 
(9 ) S. S. Venkatakrishnan , Drugs Inspector (Special Intel 

ligence Branch ) 
(10 ) 

T. A. Jambunathan , Drugs Inspector 
(11) T. P. Gopinathan , Drugs Inspector 
( 12 ) P. K. Mohammed Kutty , Drugs Inspector 
( 13) » A. Abdul Shukoor, Drugs Inspector 
( 14 ) N. S. Alexander, Drugs Inspector 
( 15 ) 

Herman Joseph , Drugs Inspector 
( 16 ) K. Sasikumar, Drugs) Inspector 
(17 ) V. Muraleedharan , Drugs Inspector 
(18 ) N. Sugatha Rao , Drugs Inspector 
(19 ) M. Kanakaraju , Drugs Inspector 

( 20) Rajan Ninan , Drugs Inspector 
G. 150 
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(21) Shri K. G. Ravi, Drugs Inspector 
(22) V. Surendran Pillai, Drugs Inspector 
(23 ) S. M. Thaha, Drug Inspector 
( 24 ) M.N. Padmanabhan Nair, Drugs Inspector 
( 25 ) M. P. George, Drugs Inspector . 

By order of the Governor, 
K. SRINIVASAN , 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The Officers mentioned in the notification are appointed as Inspectors 
for the purpose of Chapter IV of the Drugs and Cosmetics Act 1940. The 
notification is intended to achieve this object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport- B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Rt. No. 83 /82 / TF & P . Dated, Trivandrum , 3rd February 1982. 

S. R. O. No. 174,82. - Whereas the Headmistress, St. Anne s High 
School for Girls, Puthencavu, Chengannur has purchased a vehicle 
bearing Registration No. KLX . 947 the details of which are here 
under given , for the purpose of plying it as an omnibus for the conveyance 
of students of the said school; 

And whereas, the overhang of the said vehicle exceeds the limits 
prescribed under rule 294 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles 
Rules, 1961 ; 

And whereas, the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the said 
vehicle can conveniently be used as an 

omnibus with such excess 
measurements in overhangi, 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 the Government of Kerala hereby 
excmpt the said vehicle from the provisions of rule 294 of the 
said Rules. 


DETAILS OF THE VEHICLE 


.. 


Registration No. 
Maker s name 
Type of body 
Year ofmanufacture 
Chassis No. 
Engine No. 
Seating capacity 
Overhang 
Wheel base 


KLX 947 
Ashok Leyland Comet 
Saloon 
1966 
AL 6625224 
ALI 2417 
43 in a !1 
50.6 per cent 
533 Cms. 


.. 


Ey order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary . 

[P. T. o .) 


G. 175 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the Notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

The Headmistress, St. Anne s High School for Girls, Puthencavu , 
Chegannur has requested Government to exempt the vehicle mentioned 
in theabove notification from the provisions of rule 294 ofthe Kerala Motor 
Vehicles Rules, 1961 as the overhang of the vehicle exceed the limit 
prescribed . Government have considered the request in consultation with the 
Transport Commissioner and has decided to grant the exemption sought. 
Hence this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 33743/TC2/81/ TF & P . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st January 1982 . 
S.R.O.No. 175/82.- Whereas representation has been received by 
Government from the Stage Carriage Operator Sri V. Prabhakaran Nair , 
Vadakkancherry House , Trichur that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended 
on the 30th September, 1981 and 31st December , 1981 in respect of the 
Stage Carriage bearing Registration Number KLR . 9146 could not be 
remitted within the prescribed period due to financial strain and that exten 
sion of time for payment of vehicle tax in respect of this vehicle may, 
therefore, be granted ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that sircumstances existed that 
the operator of the said stage carriage could not remit the vehicle tax 
in respect of the said stage carriage ordinarily kept for use in the State for 
the quarters ended on the 30th September, 1981 and 31st December, 1981 
due to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of the 
said stage carriage due to non -payment of tax would have caused great 
inconvenience to the travelling public; 

And whereas, the Government consider it necessary to extend in public 
interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarters ended 
on the 30th September, 1981 and 31st December, 1981 in respect of the said 
stage carriage; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 (19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 of 
the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules, 1975 , the Government of Kerala 
hereby order that the vehticle tax for the quarters ended on the 
30th September, 1981 and 31s : December, 1981 in respect of the said scage 
carriage ordinarily kept for use in the State shall be paid on or before the 
15th November, 1981 together with additional tax payable under section 12 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 read with the notification 
(5 ) No. 33942 /TC2/75-5 /PW . dated the 29th September, 1975 published 
as S. R. O. No. 876/75 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 572 
dated the 29th September, 1975 

By order of the Governor . 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary . - 
205 

(P.T.O.) 


2 . 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate the 
main purpose of the issue of the notification ) . 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage Carri. 
age Operators as shown in the annexure requesting extension of time for 
payment of vehicle tax for the quarters ended 30th September, 1981 and 
31st December, 1981 due to financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, 
grant extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise these vehicles 
might be put out of operation for non - payment of tax causing 

great 
inconvenience to the travelling public. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 294 /82 /Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th February 1982 . 
S.R.O. No. 176 /82. — Under clause (s) of sec.ion 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure , 1973 (Central 
Act 2 of 1974 ) and in supersession of the notification issued under G. O. (Rt.) No. 2411/77 /Home dated 
the 6th December, 1977 and published as S.R.O. No. 1118/77 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 
the 6th December , 1977 relating to the location and area of jurisdiction of Peroorkada Police Station , 
the Goveroment of Kerala hereby declare that building No. T.C. 5 /765-1 sit ated in Survey 439 ( 1)-(1 ) 
of Thuruthummoola , Muri in Randamada Village a Trivandrum Taluk , shall be a Police Station known as 
“ Peroorkada Police Station ” with jurisdiction over the local areas specified under column (4) of the 
Scbedule below : 


THE SCHEDULE 


Taluk 


Name of 
Police Station 


Village 


Local areas of jurisdiction 

Karas/Desoms 

( 4 ) 


( 1) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


Peroorkada 


Trivandrum 


Chettivilakom 


1. Panayara 
2. Pathirapally 
3. Thekkevettumuri 
4. Vazhayila 
5 . Chettivilakom 
6. Nedumpuram 
7. Cheriyamannara 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


Peroorkada 


Trivandrum 


Randamada 


Madathuvilakom 
Anchamada 


1 . Randamada 
2. Thuruthummoola 
3. Pathichakonam 

Kurunganoor 
1 . Mudavara 
2. Anchamada 
1. Chencherimuri 
2 . Mavarathalakonam 


Ulloor 


This notification shall come into force on and with effect from 15th February 1982. 


By order of the Governor, 
P. V. RADHALEKSHMI, 

Additional Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not a part of the notification but is intended to indicate its general purport) . 

The building in which the Police Station is housed now is a Private building . A Government build 
ing was constructed for the Police Station . So the Police Station is to be shifted to it. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERAJ A 


Labour (D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


GO. Rt. No. 103/82 /LBR 

Dated , Trivandrum , 2nd February 1982 . 
S R. O. No., 177 /82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
4 of the Plantations Labour Act, 1951 (Central Act 69 of 1951) , theGovern 
ment of Kerala hereby appoint Sri P. Raghunathan to be the Chief 
Inspector of Plantations for the State of Kerala and assign the whole State 
of Kerala as the local limit within which he may exercise the powers of an 
Inspector under the said Act. 

By order of the Governor , 
V. KRISHNA MURTHY, 

Secretary 
Explanatory Nore 
( This does not forin part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purpose ) 

It is proposed to appoint Sri P. Raghunathan to be the Chief Inspector 
of Plantations under the Plantations Labour Act , 1951 (Central Act 69 or 
1951) , and to assign him jurisdiction orer the whole State of Kerala within 
which hemay exercise the powers of an Inspector under the Act. This notifi 
cation i intended for the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 106 /82 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd February 1982 . 
S.R.O. No. 178 /82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(a ) of sub-section (1) of section 5 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 (Central 
Act 11 of 1948 ), read with rule 3 of the Kerala Minimum Wages Rules, 
1958 , the Government of Kerala hereby extend the term of the Minimum 
Wages Committee appointed under Notification No.G.O.(Rt) 1509 /80/LBR 
dated the 28th October , 1980, published as S. R. O. No. 22/81 in 
the Kerala Gazette No. 1 dated the 6th January, 1981, to hold 
enquiries and advise Government in the matter of fixation ofminimum 
rates ofwages payable to the employees employed in the employment in 
Drying of Coconuts formaking the Copra in the State of Kerala , for a 
period of three months from the 28th January, 1982 . 

By order of the Governor , 
V. KRISHNAMURTHY , 

Secretary. 
Explanatory Noto 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The term of the Minimum Wages Committee for employment in Copra 
processing Industry Constituted vide G.O.Rt. No. 1509 /80 /LBR dated 
28-10-1980 expired on 27-1-1982 vide G. O.Rt. No. 1421/81/LBR dated 17th 
November , 1981. Government have now decided to extend the term of the 
Committee for a further period of threemonths from 28-1-1982 . 

This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA TREASURY CODE VOLUME I - AMENDMENT TO RULE 91 OF 

KERALA TREA URY CODE VOLUME I - ISSUED 


FINANCE (S.L.) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (P ) 40 /82/Fin . Dated, Trivandram , 28th January 1982 . 


R :21: - Letter No. El-11884/81 dated 5-10-1931 from the Director of 
Treasuries . 

NOTIFICATION 
S.R.O.No. 179/ 82 - In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (2 ) 
of article 283 of the constitution of India , the Governor of Kerala hereby 
makes the following rules further to amend the Kerala Treasury Rules, 
namely: 

RULES 
C. S. No. 1 /82 / Fin . Dated , Trivindrum , 28th January 1982. 
1 . (i. These rules may be called the Kerala Treasury (Amendment) 

Rules, 1982 . 
(ii) They shall come into force at once. 
2. In the Kerala Treasury Rules, to rule 91, the following proviso shall 
be added, namely : 

“ Provided that in the case of dues to the Motor Vehicles Departme it 
which are remitted in the form of Demand Drafos drawn o2 banks cond act 
ing Government business, the payment will be treated as having been made 
in time, even if the Demand Draft is presented to the Office : authorised 
to receive it on the due date only." 

By order of the Governor 

P. NAMASIVAYAM , 
Additional Secretary . 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the amendment, but is intended to indicate its 
general purport) . 

According to Rule 91 of the Kerala Treasury Code Volume I, Govern 
ment dues remitted in the form or drafts, cheques etc., will be treated as 
received in time, only if they are received on the day before the due date 
fixed . In the case of the dues to the Motor Vehicles Department which can 
be tendered only in the form of drafts , the vehicle owners have to remit their 
dues at the bank at least a day before the due date , if they are to escape 
penalty for delay. This is an anomaly . Hence the amendment. 
Το 

The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum . 
All Heads of Departments and Oflices . 
All Departments (all Sections ) of the Secretariat. 
The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission (with C.L.) 
The Registrars, University of Kerala/Cochin /Calicut (with C.L. ). 
The Registrar, Kerala Agricultural University, Trichur (with C. L.) . 
The General Manager, Kerala State Road Transport Corporation , 

Trivandrum (with C. L.) . 
The Secretary , Kerala State Electricity Board , Trivandrum (with C.L.) . 
The Registrar of High Court, Ernakulam (with C. L. ) . 
All Secretaries, Additional Secretaries, Joint Secretaries , Deputy Secre 

taries and Under Secretaries , to Government. 
The Secretary to Governor . 
The Private Secretaries to the Chief Minister and other Ministers . 
The Under Secretary to the Chief Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education (K ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. Ms. No. 6 /82/ H . Edn . Dald, Trivandram , 15th January 1982 . 

S.R.O. No. 180 /82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection ( 1) 
of section 4 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 1890 (Central Act 6 of 1890 ), 
the Government of Kerala bereby order that the property spcailod In solamn 
( 2) of the Schedule appended herewith belonging to the Endowmentmentioned 
in column ( 1 ) thereof, shall be veated with the Treasurer of Charitable Endow 
ments of Kerala and under subsections ( 1 ) and ( 3 ) of section 5 of the said 
Act, the Government ofKerala hereby settle the following Scheme for the 
administration of the said property , the samehaving been previously published 
under rule 3 of the Charitable Endowments (Kerala ) Rules, 1966 and 
appoint the date of publication of this notification to be the date on which 
the said Scheme shall come into operation , namely : - 

SCHEME 
1. This Endowment 

shall be called “Pa d mana bhar 
Endowment Award ” . 

2. The corpus of the Endowment shall consist of Rs. 1,000 (Rupees 
one thousand only ) and shall be vested with the Treasurer of Charitable 
Endowments, Kerala . 

3. The corpus of the Endowment shall be invested in any long term 
securities of the Government of India or the Government of Kerala or in 
any of the securities approved by the Government of Kerala . 

4. The Headmaster /Headmistress of Government High School 
Koduvayoor Palaghat District shall be the Administrator of the Fund . 

5. The annual interest accruing on the fund shall be utilised during 
the succeeding year , for awarding a prize in cash to the student 
of the Government High School, Koduvayur Palghat who comes out 
suceessful in the S.S.L.C. Examination at the first appearance securing 
the highest number of marks . 

6. If, in any year, two or more students secure the same number of 
highest marks then the 

amount shall be divided equally and 
the prizes awarded accordingly . 

7 . If, for any reason the present examination sytém is abolished in 
future a competitive test for the sudents of standard X of the school in 
all the subjects, generally taught in the school during the period 
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to 


the 


concened , will be conducted exclusively for this purpose as per the 
instruction of the Headmaster and the student who secures the highest 
number of marks in the test shall be eligible for the award of the prize . 
The test will be conducted on any occasion in the academic year as 
decided by the Administrator . 

8. The prize shall be awarded on any occasion in the academic 
year as decided by the Administrator and thereafter the fact of such award 
with relevant particulars shall be published in the notice board of the school 
for information of the public . 

9. Requisition for payment of annual interest shall be send by the 
Administrator at any timenot later than two months before the date fixed 
for the award of the prize and the Treasurer of Charitable Endowments 
shall , thereupon arrange to place the annual interest at the disposal of the 
Administrator . 

10. If, in any year, the interest is not utilised as provided in 
clause 5 above owing the non -availability of a suitable 
candidate or for any other reason or any balance is left after awarding 
the prize, such amount shall be added on to the corpus of the fund 
by Treasurer of Charitable Endowments, 

unless its 
payment is allowed in exceptional cases on the specific recommendations 
of the Controlling Authority specified in clause 11 . 

11. If any doubt or dispute arises regarding the meaning or 
interpretation of the provisions of the scheme, it shall be referred to the 
Director of Public Instruction , whose decision thereon shall be final. 

SCHEDULE 
Name of Endowment 

Dstails of property 
(1 ) 

( 2 ) 
“ Padmanabhan Endowment 

Rs. 1,000 (Rupees One thousand ) 
Award ” . 

By order of the Governor, 
K. P. VISWANATHA MENON , 

Joint Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport.) 

Sri. N. Padmanabhan , Kolakkampadath House, Karuvannur 
Thara , Koduvayur, Palghat, wishes to institute an endowment in his name 
at the Government High School, Koduvayur . The preliminary notification 
regarding this has been published in the Gazette dated 10-11-1981. 
Now Government have accepted the Endowment for institution and hence 
this notification . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O.Rt. No. 220/82/Home. Dated , Trivandrum 29th January 1982 . 

S.R.O No. 181/82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
8 of section 24 of 

Code of Criminal Procedure , 1973, 
the Government of Kerala hereby appoint Sri K.Kunhirama Menon , 
Advocate , Calicut as Special Public Prosecutor for the conduct of 
prosecution in Crime No. 79/81 ofMukkon Police Station . 


the 


By order of the Governor , 
K. ACHUTHAN NAIR , 

Joint Secretary, 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification, but is intended to achieve its 
general purport). 

Government have considered it necessary to appoint Sri K. Kunhirama 
Menon , Advocate, Calicut as Special Public Prosecutor for the conduct 
of prosecution in Crime No. 79/81 of Mukkom Police Station . The 
notification is intended to achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. G.O. Rt. 81/82/LBR . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 29th January, 1982 . 
S. R. O. No. 182/82. - In cxcrcise of the powers conferred by 
section 9 of the Minimum Wages Act, 1948 (Central Act 11 of 1948 ), 
the Government of Kerala hereby nominate Shri K. P. Achuthan , Vijaya 
Industries Shoanur- 1 as an Employers Representative in the Vacancy caused 
by the resignation on grounds of ill health of Shri M.C. Menon , Ganesh Elec 
tricals, Kalmandapam , Palghat, in theMinimum Wages Committee appointed 
under clause (a ) of subsection ( 1) of section 5 of the said Act, to hold 
enquiries and advise the Government in the matter of revision of minimum 
rates ofwages payable to the employees employed in the Minor Engincering 
Industry in the State as per Notification G.O. (Rt.) No. 1356 /80 -LĎR dated 
the 25th September, 1980 as S.R. O.No. 1002 /80 / in Part I of the Kerala 
Gazette No. 44 dated the 4th November , 1980 , and consequently make the 
following amendment to the said Notification, namely : 

AMENDMENT 
In the said Notification , under the heading " Employers representa 
tives" , for Serial No. 4 and the entries relating thereto , the following shall 
be substituted , namely : 
“ 4. Shri K. P. Achuthan , 

Vijaya Industries, 
Shoranur- 1 " . 

By order of the Governor, 
V. KRISHNAMURTHY , 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not forın part of the Notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport.) 

ShriM.C. Menon , Ganesh Electricals, Kalmandapam , Palghat, an 
Employers Representative resigned his membership in the Minimum Wages 
Committee for Minor Engineering Industry . Government have now decided 
to nominate Shri K.P. Achuthan , Vijaya Industries, Shoranur-1 in the place 
of Shri M. C.Menon . 

This notification is intended to achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Transport, Fisheries and Ports ( Transport- C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 30069/ TC2/81/TF & P . Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd December 1981 . 

S. R. O. No 183 /82. - Whereas representations Lave been received by 
Government from the Stage Carriage Operators specified in the annexure to 
this notification , that he vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 31st 
March , 1981 

and 30th June, 1981 in respect of the Stage Carriages 
particulars of which 

are specified in the annexure could not be 
remitted within the prescribed period due to financial strain and that 
extension of time for payment of vehicle tax in respect of these vehicles 
may, therefore, be granted ; 


And whereas, the Government are convinced that circumstances 
existed that the operators of the said stage carriages could not remit the 
vehicle tax in respect of the said stage carriages ordinarily kept for use in 
the State for the quarters ended on the 31st March , 1981 and 30th June, 
1981 due to financial strain ; 

And whereas, the Government are convinced that non -operation of 
the said stage carriages due to non -payment of tax would have caused 
great inconvenience to the travelling public ; 

And whereas, theGovernment consider it necessary to extend in 
public interest the time for payment of the vehicle tax for the quarters 
ended on the 31st March , 1981. and 30th June, 1981 in respect of the 
said stage carriages; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by scctio 22 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act , 1976 (19 of 1976 ), read with rule 5 
of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Rules , 1975 , the Government of 
Kerala hereby order that the vehicle tax for the quarters ended on the 31st 
March , 1981 and 30 h June 1981 in respect of the said stage carriages 
ordinarily kept for use in the State shall be paid on or before the 31st 
October, 1981 together with additional tax payable under Section 12 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Taxation Act, 1976 read with the Notification 
(5 ) No. 33942 /TC2/75-5 /PW . dated the 29th September, 1975 published 
as S. R O. No. 876/75 in the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No 572 
dated the 29th September , 1975 , 
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ANNEXURE 
Name of Stage Carriage 

Operator 


Registration No. of the 

Stage Carriage 


1 . 


KLF . 4209 


Shri K. M. Ummer 

Ambattu House, 
Ernakulam 
T. A. Xavier , 

Thattassery House, 
Palluruthy , Ernakulam . 


2 . 


KRF . 1129 


By order of the Governor, 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
the main purpose of the issue of the notification .) 

Government have received certain representations from the Stage 
Carriage Operators as shown in the Annexure requesting extension of time 
for payment of vehicle tax for the quarters ended 31st March , 1981 and 
30th June, 1981 due to financial strain ; 

Government are convinced of the position and in public interest, grant 
extension of time for payment of tax as otherwise these vehicles might be put 
out of operation for non -payment of tax causing great inconvenience to the 
traı elling public. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) 1447/81/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 21st November 1981. 

S.R.O. No. 184 /82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 87 
of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 ( Central Act 34 of 1948), read 
with section 91- A thereof, the Government of Kerala, on the recommendation 
of the Employees State Insurance Corporation , hereby exempt the 
Cochin Refineries Ltd., Ambalamugal, Cochin , from the operation 
of the provisions of the said Act for a further period of six months 
with effect from 1st January , 1980 upto and inclusive of the 30th June, 
1980 subject to the following conditions, namely : 

1. The establishment shall maintain a register showing the names 
and designations of its employees ; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from which 
exemption granted by this notification operates ; 

3. The contribution for the exempted period, if already paid , shall not 
be refunded ; 

4. The establishment shall submit in respect of the period during 
which it was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred to 

the said period ), such returns in such form and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period under the 
Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under sub -section (1 ) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised 
in this behalf shall, for the purposes of - 

verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act; or 

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained 
as required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 
for the said period ; or 

(iii ) ascertaining whether the employees continue to be entitled 
to the benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being benefits 
in considerations of which exemption is being granted under this 
notifications; or 
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(iv) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act had 
been complied with during the period when such provisions were in 
force in relation to the said establishment, be empowered to 

(a ) require the establishment to furnish to him such information 

as he may consider necessary ; or 
(b ) enter any factory , establishment, office or other premises occu 

pied by the said establishment at any reasonable timeand 
require any person found in charge thereof to produce to 
such Inspector or other official and allow him to examine 
such documents, books and other documents, relating to 
the employment of persons and payment of wages, or to 
furnish to him such information as he may consider 

necessary ; or 
(c ) examine the officers of the establishment or the servants , of 

the said establishment or any person found in such factory 
establishment, office or other premises, or any person 
whom the said Inspector or other official has reasonable 

cause to believe to have been an employee ; or 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account 
book or 

other documents maintained in such 
establishment, office or other premises of the said 
establishment . 


By order of the Governor , 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The Employees State Insurance Corporation in their letter No. P. 13 / 
13/6-1 /76 INS. I dated 11-3-1980 has recommended that the Cochin 
Refineries Limited , Ambalamugal may be granted exemption from the 
coverage of E.S.I. Act, 1948 for a further period upto 30 6-1980 
as a very special case, pending review of the Policy for the grant of 
exemption by the Central Government. Government accepted the recom 
mendation and decided to grant exemption . This notification is issued to 
achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OR KERALA 
Labour (F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Ri.) 1478 /81 /LBR 

Dated , Trivundtwin , 30th November 1981 
S.R.O.No 187 /82.- In exercise of the powers conferred by section 87 
ofthe Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 (Central Act 34 of 1948 ), 
read with section 91- A thereof, the Government of Kerala in consultation 
with the Employees State Insurance Corporation hereby exempt the 
Vaikom Coir Vyavasaya Co -operative Society Ltd., No. 3056 , Chempu P.O., 
Vaikom , from he operation of h- provisions f the said Act for a 
period of one year from the 18th March , 1979 , subject to the following 
conditions, namely : 

1. The society shall maintain a register showing the names 
and designations of its employees; 

2 . Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benchts under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from which 
exemption granted by this notification operates ; 

3 . The contribution for the exempted period , if already paid , shall 
not be refunded ; 

4. The society . shall submit in respect of the period during which 
It was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
said period ), such returns in such form and containing such particulars as 
were due from it in respect of the said period under the Employees State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation undersubsection (1) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other Official of the Corporation authorised 
in this behali ghall, for the purposes of - 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection ( 1) of section 44 of the said Ace; or 

(ii ) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as 
required by the employoes Srate Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for 
the said period ; or 

(ii) ascertainingwetber the employees continue to be entitled to 
the benefits provided by the employer ia cash and kind being benefits in 
considerations ofwhich excmption is being granted under this notifications; or 

7. 1931 , 


( iv ) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act 
had been complied with during the period when such provisions were in force 
in relation to the said society be empowered to - 

(a ) require the society furnish to him such information 

. as be may consider necessary; of 
(t ) epter any factory , establishment, office or 

other premises 
occupied by the said society at any reasonable time 
and require any person found in charge thereof to produce 
to such Inspector or other official ar:d allow him to examine 
such documents, books and other documents , relating to 
the employment of persons and payment of wages or to 
furnish to him such information as he may consider 

necessary; or 
(c ) examine the officers the society or the servants, 

of the said society or any person found in such 
factory establishment, office or other premises , or any 
person whom the said Inspector or other official has 

reasonable cause to believe to have been an employee; or 
make copios of or take extracts from any register, account 
book or other documents maintained in such society 
establishment, office or other premises of the society . 

By order of the Governor 

C.P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

The President, the Viakom Coir Vyavasaya Co-operative Society Ltd , 
No. 3056 , Chempu P. O., Vaikom represented to Government to exempt 
the society from the coverage of E S I . Act from 18-3-1979. The matter 
was placed in the Regional Board meeting of the E S.I. Corporation and the 
Board recommended exemption . Government accepted the recommendation 
and decided to exempt the said society from the coverage of E.S.I. Act for 
a period of on : year from 18-3-1979 . The notification is intended to achieve 
the above purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt. ) No. 44 /82/LBR . Dated , Trivandram , 16th January 1982 

S. R. O. No. 188 /82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
( 1) of section 27 of the Payment of Bonus Act, 1965 ( Central Act 21 of 
1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the Deputy Labour Officer , 
Nedumkandam , to be an Inspector for the purposes of the said Act within 
the local limits of the Udunabanchola Taluk in the Idukki District and 
consequently make the following amendments to Notification No. 
2745 /H3/68 /LSWD . dated the 27th August, 1968, published in Part I of the 
Kerala Gazette No. 38 dated the 24th September, 1968 , namely: 

AMENDMENTS 
In the schedule to the said notification , for serial Numbers ( 15 ) and 
( 16 ) in column (1) and the entries relating thereto in columns (2 ) and (3) 
the following shall be substituted , namely ; 
(1 ) (2 ) 

(3 ) 
415 Deputy Labour Officer, Taluks of Kanjirapally Peermade 
Peermade 

Poonjar Thekkekara 

Village in Meenachal Taluk . 
16 Deputy Labour Officer , Devicolam Taluk 

Munnar 
16A Deputy Labour Officer, Udumbanchola Taluk " . 
Nedumkandam 

By order of the Governor, 
V. KRISHNAMURTHY, 

Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the Notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

As per G. O. (MS) 89/78 /L & H dated 18-7-1978 , the post of Deputy 
Labour Officer in the Office of the District Labour Officer, Thodupuzha 
has been shifted to Nedumkandam . Therefore, it is necessary to notify the 
Deputy Labour Officer, Nedumkandam to be Inspector for the purposes of 
the payment of Bonus Act, 1965 for Udumbanchola Taluk in Idukki District 
The notification is issued to achieve the above purpose . 


and 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration & Social Welfare (C ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


C.O. (MS) No. 17 /82 /LA & SWD . Dated , Trivandrum , 25th January 1982 . 

S. R. O. No. 189 82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
schon (1) of section 142 of ihe Kerala Panchayats Act, 160 (32 of 1960), 
and at the request of theMenagadi Panchayat contained in its risolu 
tion No. 189 dated the 12 h November 1979, the Gov rn 
mint of Kerala hereby declare th it 

the provisions 

of law 
relatii g to Municipali ies mentioned in the Schedule below , shall he 
extended to and be ia force , in the Mee angadi Panchayat in Wynad 
District with effect on and from 1st February, 1982. 


SCHEDULE 


Clauses (3), (4), ( 16 ), ( 28 );(30), (33) , and ( 39) section 3, Provisirns of 
Chaplers IX and X , section 347, 349 10 352, 355 , 359, 363, 364 and 365 in so 
far as thy relate to matters specified in Chipters 1X and X of the Kerala 
Municipalities Act, 1969 14 of 1961) and the provisions regard ng 
penal ies specified in Schedules V and VI of the said Act fo contraven ion 
if sections 196 , 197 , 202, 24, 205, 207, 239 to 213 , 215 , 216 , 218 to 221, 
224 to 227, and 215 tht reuf and the Kera a Municipal Buildings 
Rulcs , 1968 . 

By order of the Governor, 

M. DANDAPANI, 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to indicate 
its ger.cral purport) . 

Meenangadi Panchayat in Wynad District has requested Govern 
ment to extend certain provisions of the Kerala Municipalities Act and the 
Building Rules in its area . The Director ot Panchayats , consultation with 
the Chief Town Plann :r, has recommended the request. Accrdingly 
Government have decided to extend the provisions and regulationsmentioned 
in schedule to the Meenangadi Panchayat area . 

This notificatiouis 
Intended for this purpose . 


G. 176 


Reg . No. KL /TV (N )/12 


Government of Kerala 

1982 


KERALA GAZETTE 


EXTRAORDINARY 
PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


var 


Vol. XXVII] Trivandrum , Tuesday, 


16th February 1992 


[No. 100 


27th Magha 1903 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Transport , Fisheries & Ports (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. No. (Rt.) 120 /82 / TF & P . Dated, Trivandrum , 15th February 1982. 

S. R. O.No. 190/82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
5 of the Cochin Ferries and Tolls Act, 1082 ( 111 of 1082), the Government 
of Kerala hereby fix the rates of ferry charges payable for conveying passengers 
across the ferries described in column ( 1) of the Schedule below at the rate 
shown against each in column (2 ) thereof. 


SCHEDULE 


Name of ferry 

( 1) 


Fare fixed ( Paise) 

(2 ) 


1. Thevara -Nettoor 
2 . Thevara -Madavana 
3. Thevara -Mundempally 


30 
40 
40 


By order of the Governor , 

P. SANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secretary to Government. 


33 /559/MC 
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Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the Notification but is intended to bring out themain 
purport). 

In Notification No. 19916 /P2/80 /W & T dated 5-9-1980 , published as 
S.R.O. No. 804/80 dated 5-9-1980 , the ferry charges were revised . But the 
charges for carrying the passengers between the places shown in this notifica 
tion have not been prescribed in that notification . This notification is 
intended to achieve the above purpose . 
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NOTICE 
UNDER SECTION 9 (5 ) OF THE KERALA LAND ACQUISITION ACT, 1961 

(Act 21 OF 1962) 
Notice is hereby given that the Governinent intend to take possession 
of the lands mentioned in the list below , which are required for a public 
purpose under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962). 
All persons interested in the lands are required to appear in person or by 
authorised agent on the date, timeand place noted below and to state/put in 
a statement in writing signed by themselves or their agents showing the 
nature of their respective interests in the lands and the amount and 
particulars of their claim to compensation for such interests in the lands and 
their objections, if any to the measurements made under section 8 of the 
Act. 
Note: -- If the persons interested refuse to make a claim to compensa . 

tion or omit without sufficient reasons, to make such claim , the 
amount to be awarded by the court, in the event of a reference 
being made to it on application made by them shall in no 
case exceed the amount awarded the Collector under sectiou 

11 of the Act. 
താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന ലിസ്റ്റിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 1961 - ലെ കേരള 
MUL2605337 ° 00 1962-6e 21-0 .maºooº) Indono . Bol Ondron dans 
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" സ്വഭാ 


ത്തിന് ആവശ്യമായിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി കൈവശപ്പെടുത്തുവാൻ ഗവൺമെന്റ് 
ഉദ° ദേശിക്കുന്നുവെന്ന്ഇതിനാൽ നോട്ടീസ് നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു . (പസ്തുത 
ഭൂമിയിൽ അവകാശബന്ധമുള്ള എല്ലാപേരും നേരിട്ടോ അധികത ഏജൻറ 
മൂലമോ താഴെ പറയുന്ന തീയതിയിലും, സമയത്തും സ്ഥല ത്തും ഹാജരാകു 
കയുംഭൂമിയിൽ അവരോരേരുത്തർക്കുമുള്ള അവകാശബന്ധങ്ങളുടെ 
വവുംഭൂമിയിൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള അവകാശബന്ധങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
നഷ്ടപതിഫലത്തിന് അവർക്കുളള തർച്ചയുടെ തുകയും വിവരങ്ങളും 
ആക്ററ് 8 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം എടുത്തിട്ടുളള അളവു സംബന്ധിച്ച വല്ല 
ആക്ഷേപവുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അതും ഏതാണെന്നു കാണിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് പ്രസ്താവന 
ചെയ്യുകയും, അവരോ, അവരുടെ ഏജൻറുമാരോ എഴുതി ഒപ്പിട്ട ഒരു സ്റേറററു 
മെൻറ് സമർപ്പിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യണമെന്ന് അവരോട് ആവശ്യ പ്പെടുന്നു . 
കുറിപ്പ്: -അവകാശബന്ധമുളളവർ നഷ്ട്രപതിഫലത്തിന് 

തേർച്ച 
ചെയ്യാൻ കൂട്ടാക്കാതിരിക്കുകയോ, മതിയായ കാരണമില്ലാതെ 
അങ്ങനെ തേർച്ച് ചെയ്യാൻ വീഴ്ച ചെയ്യുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്ന 
പക്ഷം അവരുടെ 

അപേക്ഷയിൻമേൽ കാടതിക്ക് 
റഫറൻസ് 

അയക്കുന്ന സംഗതിയിൽ കോടതി വിധിച്ചു 
കൊടുക്കേണ്ടതുകയാതൊരു കാരണവശാലും ക °ററ ” 11 -ാം 
വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്റർ വിധിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുന്നതുകയിൽ 

കവിയാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 
No. LA3-1320 /78 / M. 

12th February 1982. 
Date , time and place of appearance :-On 2nd March 1982 at 11 a.m. 
before the Special Tahsildar, ( L.A.) N.H., Kazhakkuttom . 

PARTICULARS OF LANDS 
District - Trivandrum . 

Taluk - Chirayinkil. 
Village - Kizhuvalam -Koonthalloor (Kizhuvalam portion ). 

Description - Dry land 
Survey No. 

Extent 

Sq.M. 
3516/7 

20 
( old No. 1366) 
3516/8 

85 
( old No. 1366) 
3516/9 

24 
(old No. 1366) 


Kazhakkuttom . 


( Sd. ) 
Special Tahsildar, 
(L. A.) N. H. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1982. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Taxes (D ) Department 


NOTIFICATIONS 


I 


G.O.MS. No. 11/82/ TD . 


Dated , Trivandrum , 8th February 1982. 


S.R.O. No. 191/82. — In exercise of the powers conferred by sub -sections 
(2 ) and (3 ) of section 15 of the Agricultural Income Tax Act , 1950 (XXII of 
1950), the Government of Kerala, hereby make the following amendments to 
their notification - IV published under G.O.MS. No. 806 /Rev./61/dated the 
30th August, 1961 as S.R.O.No. 204/61 at pages 22 to 36 of the Kerala Gazette 
Extraordinary No. 101 dated the 30th August, 1961 as subsequeatly amended , 
namely : 

AMENDMENT 


In the schedule to the said notification , - 

( 1) after item 34 and the entries against it, the following items and 
entries shall be inserted nanely : 
“ 34A . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax of the Agricul Districts of Trivandrum 
Officer (Reser- Oflicer tural Icometax Quilon and Alleppey 
ve -III) Quilon 

Officer 
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34B. Agricultural Agricultural All powers of the Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax Agricultural Districts of Trivandrum 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Officer Quilon and Alleppey 

ve- IV ) Quilon 
34C . Agricultural Agricultural All 

powers 

of Within the Revenue 
Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Trivandrum 
Officer (Reserve Officer Incometax Officer Quilon and Alleppey " 
ve - V Quilon 

(2 ) for item 37 and the entries against it, the following items and 
entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 37. Agricultural Agricultural All powers of the Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve I) Kozhikode 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 

Wynad 
37A . Agricultural Agricultural All powers of the Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax Agricultural In Districts of Palghat , 
Officer (Reser- Officer cometax Officer Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve- II) Kozhikode 

kode, Cannanore and 

Wynad 
37B. Agricultural Agricultural All powers of the Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax Agricultural In Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer cometax Officer Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve-III) 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad. 
370. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 
Incometax Incometax 

the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve-IV ) Kozhi 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
kode 

Wynad 
37D . Agricultural Agricultural All thepowers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax 

Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve - V ) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37E . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incomctax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax 

Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve-VI) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
371. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve-VII) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
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37G . Agricultural 

Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 
Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappurain , Kozhi 
veVIII) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore , and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37H . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 
Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of 

Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve -IX ) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
371. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incomtax \the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
Ve - X ) 

- Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad. 
37J. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue . 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghai, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Officer Malappuram , Kozhi 
Ve-XI) 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37K . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve -XII 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37L. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
vc-XIII) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37M . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax • Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve- XIV ) 

Oflicer 

kodc, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37N . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve-XV) 

Oficer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
370. Agricultural Agricultural All the powersof Wiilin the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat 
Officer (Reser- Oficer : Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve-XVI) 

Ollicer 

kods, Cannanor and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 


37P . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat, 
Oficer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve XVII), 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad 
37Q . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Palghat 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Malappuram , Kozhi 
ve XVIII ) 

Officer 

kode, Cannanore and 
Kozhikode 

Wynad” . 
(3 ) after item 39A and the entries against it, the following item and 
entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 39AA . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Trivandrum , Nedu 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural mangad , Neyyattin 
Incometax Officer Incometax kara and Chirayinkil 
Officer -II, 

Officer 

Taluks” . 
Trivandrum 


(4 ) for item 43AAA and the entries against it, the following items 
and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
“ 43AAA. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Kanjirappally Taluk . 

Agricultural Income tax the Agricultural 
Incometax Officer Income tax 
Officer - I, 

Officer 
Kanjirappally 
43AAAA . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Kanjirappally Taluk ” . 

Agricultu- Incometax the Agricultural 
ral Income- Officer Incometax 
tax Olli 

Officer 
cer - II, 
Kanjira 

ppally. 

(5) for item 46 ( A ) and the entries against it, the following items and 
entries shall be substituted , namely : 
« 46A . Additional Agricultural All the powers Udumbanchola Taluk 

Agricultural Incometax of the Agricultural 
Incomctax and Officer Incometax Officer 
Salestax Offi 

cer -I , Kumily 
46A1. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk " 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incometax and Officer Incometax Officer 
Salestax Olli 
çer- JI, Kumily 
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(6 ) for item 46C and the entries against it, the following items and 
entries shall be substituted , namely : 
46C . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk . 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incometax and Officer Incometax 
Salestax 

Officer 
Oficer - I , 

Vandanmedu 
46CC . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk ” 

Agricultural Income tax the Agricultural 
Income tax Officer Incometax 
and Salestax 

Officer 
Officer- II , 

Vandanmedu 

(7) after item 52 and the entries against it, the following item and 
entries shall be inserted namely : 
“ 52A . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Chittur and Alathur 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural Taluks” . 
Incometax Officer Incometax 
Officer-II, 

Officer 
Chittur 

(8 ) after item 68 and the entries against it, the following items and 
entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 68A , Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam 
ve IV ) . 

Officer 

and Trichur 
Ernakulam 
68B . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam and 
ve V ) , 

Officer 

Trichur 
Ernakulam 
68C . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam 
ve VI) , 

Oficer 

and Trichur 
Ernakulam 
68D . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incomictax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer (Reser- Officer 

Incomctax 

Idukki, 

Ernakulam 
ve-VII) , 

Ollicer 

and Trichur 
Ernakulam 
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68E . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer (Reser- Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam 
ve- VIII), 

Officer 

and Trichur. 
Ernakulam . 
68F. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Oficer (Reser- Ollicer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam and 
VC -IX ), 

Officer 

Trichur 
Ernakulam 
68G . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer 

Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam 
(Reserve X ), 

Officer 

and Trichur 
Ernakulam 
68H . Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incomtax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer 

Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam 
(Reserve XI), 

Officer 

and Trichur 
Ernakulam 
681. Agricultural Agricultural All the powers of Within the Revenue 

Incometax Incometax the Agricultural Districts of Kottayam , 
Officer 

Officer Incometax Idukki, Ernakulam 
(Reserve XII), 

Officer 

and Trichur" 
Ernakulam 

(9) for item 79A and the entries against them the following items and 
entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 79A . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk 

Agricultural Incomctax the Agricultural 
Incometax and Officer Incometax 
Salestax 

Officer 
Officer - I, - 

Ncdumkandom 
79A1. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incomctax and Officer Incometax 
Salestax 

Officer 
Officer -II, 

Nedumkandom . 
79A2. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incometax and Officer Incometax 
Salcstax 

Officer 
Officer -III, 
Ncdunkundam 
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(10) after item 79AAA and the entries against it, the following item 
and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
“ 79AAAI. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural Taluk " . 
Incometax 

Officer Incometax 
and Salestax 

Officer 
Officer , 
Udumban 

chola . 

( 11) after item 79B5 and the entries against it , the following item and 
entries shall be inserted, namely : 
" 79B6 . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Udumbanchola Taluk ” . 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incometax Officer Incoinetax 
and Salestax 

Officer 
Officer, 
Rajakkad 

(12) after item 79BB and the entries against it, the following item and 
entries shall be inserted , namely : 
“ 79BB- 1. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Devicolam and Udum . 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural banchola Taluks” . 
Incometax Officer Incometax 
and Salestax 

Officer 
Officer, 
Devicolam 

(13 ) for item 81 and the entries against it , the following items and 
entries shall be substituted , namely: 
" 81. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Trichur, Mukunda 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural puram and Kodunga 
Incometax Officer Incometax llur Taluks" . 
Officer- I , 

Officer 
Trichur 
81A . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Trichur, Mukunda 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural puram and Kodunga 
Incoinetax Officer Incometax llur Taluks" . 
Officer- II, 

Officer 
Trichur 

(14 ) for item 91 and the entries against it, the following items and 
entries shall be substituted, namely : 
91. Additional Agricultural All the powers of Kozhiko lc Taluk 

Agricultural Incornetax the Agricultural 
Incometax Ollicer Incometax 
Officer- I, 

Officer 
Kozhikode. 
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91A . Additional 

Agricultural 
Incometax 
Officer - II, 
Kozhikode . 


Agricultural All the powers of Kozhikode Taluk” . 
Incometax the Agricultural 
Officer Incometax Officer 


(15) after item 92A and the entries against it, the following items 
and entries shall be inserted , nanely 
" 92AA . Additional 

Agricultural All the powers of Sultan Battery Taluk 
Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incometax Officer Incometax Officer 
Officer- I, 

Sultan Battery 
92AAA . Additional Agricultural All the powers of Sultan Battery Taluk " 

Agricultural Incometax the Agricultural 
Incometax Officer Incometax Officer 
Officer- II, 
Sultan Battery 


By order of the Governor, 

N. KRISHNAN NAIR , 
Special Secretary to Government. 


Exp anatory Note 
( This is not part of the amen -Iment but is intended to indicate its general 
purport). 


As per G.O.MS. 56 /31 / TD . Iated 2-7-1981 the Government have accord 
ed sanction for the creation of 75 posts of Agricultural Incometax and Sales 
tax Officers, among other posts, o the Agricultural Incometax and Salestax 
Department. The posts of Agricultural Incometax and Salestax Officers so 
sanctioned lave been distributed by the Board among the various offices and 
filled up as per order No. Al- 177 /81/ TX dated 6-7-1981. Thenewly created 
posts of Agricultural Incometax Officers and Salestax Officers are mainly 
intended for the liquidation of rear assessments both under Salestax and 
Agricultural Incometax. So povers under Kerala General Salestax Act and 
Agricultural Incometar Act have to be assigned to the officers allotted as 
Agricultural Incometax Oficer (Reserve ), Office of the Deputy Commissioner, 
so as to enable the Depuiy Com issioner to post the Agricultural Incometax 
Oficers (Reserve) wherever required . 

This Notification is intended to achieve the above purpose. 
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G.O.MS. No. 11/82 / TD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 8th February 1982. 
S. R. O. No. 192/82. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 2 and 
sub -section (2) of section 3 of the Kerala General Sales Tax Act, 1963 (15 of 
1963 ), the Government of Kerala hereby make the following amendments to 
their Notification- (I) published under G.O.MS. No. 278/Rev. dated the 30th 
March , 1963, published as S.R.O. No. 335/63 at pages 1 to 17 of the Kerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No. 71 dated the 31st March , 1963 as subsequently 
amended , namely : 


AMENDMENTS 


In the schedule to the said notification , 


1. under the heading “ Salestax Officers (Reserve) and Additional 
Salestax Officers (Reserve) " , 

(1) after serial number 5D and the entries against it the following 
serial numbers and entries shall be inserted namely : 
" 5D1. Agricultural Incometax and Quilon Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer - V (Reserve I) 

Trivandrum , Quilon 
Office of the Deputy Commi 

and Alleppey 
ssioner, Quilon 
5D2 Agricultural Incometax and Quilon Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer -VI(Reserve 

Trivandrum , Quilon 
II) Office of the Deputy 

and Alleppey 
Commissioner , Quilon 
5D3 Agricultural Incometax and Quilon Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer -VII (Reserve III) 

Trivandrum , Quilon 
Office of the Deputy 

and Alleppey" . 
Commissioner, Quilon 

(2 ) after serial number 9D and the entries against it, the following 
serial numbers and entries shall be inserted namely :-- 
" 9D1 Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer - V (Reserve I) 

Ernakulam , Trichur, 
Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki. 
Commissioner , Ernakulam 
9D2 Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer - V (Reserve II) 

Ernakulam , 

Trichur, 
Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki 
Commissioner, Ernakulam 
33/560 /MC 
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9D3 


9D4 


9D5 


9D6 


Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer- V (Reserve III) 

Ernakulam , Trichur, 
Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki 
Commissioner , Ernakulam 
Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer - V (Reserve IV ) 

Ernakulam , Trichur, 
Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki 
Commissioner, Ernakulam . 
Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer - V (Reserve V ) 

Ernakulam , Trichur, 
Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki. 
Commissioner, Ernakulam 
Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer- V (Reserve VI) 

Ernakulam , Trichur , 
Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki 
Commissioner , Ernakulam 
Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer- V (Reserve 

Ernakulam , Trichur, 
VII ), Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki 
Commissioner , Ernakulam . 
Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer- V (Reserve 

Ernakulam , Trichur , 
VIII) Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki 
Commissioner, Ernakulam 
Agricultural Incometax and Ernakulam Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer - V (Reserve 

Ernakulam , Trichur, 
IX ) Office of the Deputy 

Kottayam and Idukki” . 
Commissioner, Ernakulam 


9D7 


9D8 


9D9 


(3 ) after serial number 13B and the entries against it the following 
serial numbers and entries shall be inserted namely : 
" 13B1 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer (Reserve-I) 

Palghat, Kozhikode , 
Office of the Deputy 

Wynad , Malappuram 
Commissioner , Kozhikode 

and Cannanore 
13B2 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer (Reserve-II) 

Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Office of the Deputy 

Wynad , Malappuram 
Commissioner, Kozhikode 

and Cannanore. 
13B3 

Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode Revenue Districts of 
Salestax Officer (Reserve-III) 

Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Office of the Deputy 

Wynad, Malappuram 
Commissioner , Kozhikode 

and Cannanore 
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13B4 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve- IV ) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B5 

Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 
Salestax Officer (Reserve- V ) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B6 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-VI) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner, Kozhikode 
13B7 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-VII) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner, Kozhikode 
13B8 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve -VIII) 
Office of the Deputy . 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B9 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-IX ) 
i Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B10 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve- X ) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B11 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-XI) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner, Kozhikode 
13B12 . Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-XII) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B13 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve -XIII) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner, Kozhikode 
13B14 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Ollicer (Reserve-XIV ) 
Office of the Deputy 
Commissioner, Kozhikode 


Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore. 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode , 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore . 
Revenue Districts 
of Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore. 
Revenue Districts or 

Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore . 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore . 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram , 
and Cannanore . 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad, Malappuram 
and Cannanore. 
Revenuc Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode , 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore. 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore . 
Revenuc Districts ol 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore. 
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13 B15 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-XV) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner , Kozhikode 
13B16 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-XVI) 
Office of the Deputy 

Commissioner, Kozhikode 
13B17 Agricultural Incometax and Kozhikode 

Salestax Officer (Reserve-XVII) 
Office of the Deputy 
Commissioner, Kozhikode 


Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore. 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad , Malappuram 
and Cannanore . 
Revenue Districts of 
Palghat, Kozhikode, 
Wynad, Malappuram 
and Cannanore . 


2. under the heading " Assistant Commissioners of Salestax (Assessment), 
the Salestax Officer , the Additional Salestax Officers, the Salestax Officers 
(Reserve), the Additional Salestax Officers (Reserve) , the Salestax Officers 
( Enquiry), the Salestax Officers (Recovery ), the Salestax Officers (Audit), the 
Assistant Salestax Officers (Audit), the Assistant Salestax Officers under 
the Intelligence Officers of Agricultural Incometax and Sales tax ” , – 

(a ) under the sub - heading " I Trivandrum District” — 

(1) for serial number 3 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 3 Additional Salestax Officer I, Trivandrum Trivandrum Taluk 

Salestax Office I Circle , 

Trivandrum 
3A . Additional Salestax Officer II, Trivandrum Trivandrum Taluk ” . 

Salestax Office I Circle, 
Trivandrum . 


(2) for serial number 5 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted, namely : 
" 5 . Additional Salestax Officer I, Trivandrum Trivandrum Taluk 

Salestax Office II Circle , 
Trivandrum . 
Additional Salestax Officer IL, Trivandrum Trivandrum Taluk " 
Salestax Office II Circle, 
Trivandrum . 


5A . 


(3 ) for serial number 6A and the entries against it , the following 
scrial numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" OA . Additional Salestax Officer I, Trivandrum Trivandrum Taluk 

Salestax Office III Circle, 
Trivandrum 
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GAA . 


Additional Salestax Officer II, Trivandrum Trivandrum Taluk " 
Salestax Office, III Circle, 
Trivandrum 


(b ) under the sub-heading " II. Quilon District" , - 

( 1) after serial number 4 and the entries against it, the following 
serial number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 4A . Additional Sales Tax Officer, Quilon Quilon Taluk” 

Salestax Office, II Circle , 
Quilon 


" 7A . 


(2 ) for serial number 7A and entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be inserted , namely : 

Additional Salestax Officer, Karunagappally Karunagappally 
Salestax Office, 

Taluk 
Karunagappally 
7AA . Salestax Officer , 

Kottarakkara Kottarakkara Taluk 
Kottarakkara 
7AAA . Additional Salestax Office Kottarakkara Kottarakkara Taluk " 

Salestax Office, Kottarakkara 


5 . 


(c) under the sub-heading " III. Alleppey District" , - 

( 1) for serial number 5 and the entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 

Additional Salestax Officer I, Alleppey Kuttanad and Ambala- . 
Salestax Office, II Circle, 

puzha Taluks 
Alleppey 
5A . Additional Salestax Officer II, Alleppey Kuttanad and Ambala 
Salestax Office, II Circle, 

puzha Taluks" 
Alleppey 

(2 ) after serial number 8 and the entries against it, the following 
serial number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" SA . Additional Salestax 

Shertallai Shertallai Taluk " 
Officer III, Salestax Office, 

Shertallai, 
(d ) under the sub -heading " IV . Kottayam District" , -- 

(1) for serial number 3 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely: - 
" 3 . Additional Salestas Oficer I, Kottayam 

Kottayam Taluk 
Salestax Office, Ist Circle, 
Kottayam . 


3A . Additional Salestax Officer II, Kottayam Kottayam Taluk ” 

Salestax Office, Ist Circle , 
Kottayam . 

(2 ) for serial number 6 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
“ 6 . Additional Salestax Officer I, Changanacherry Changanacherry 
Salestax Office , Changana 

Taluk 
cherry 
6A . Additional Salestax 

Changanacherry Changanacherry 
Officer II, Salestax Office , 

Taluk ” 
Changanacherry . 
(e) under the sub -heading " IVA. Idukki District" , 

(1) for serial number 4 and the entries against it, the following 
serial numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 4 . Additional Agricultural Kumily Udumbanchola Taluk 

Income Tax and Salestax 
Officer I, Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 

Office, Kumily . 
4A . Additional Agricultural Kumily Udumbanchola Taluk " 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer II, Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 
Office, Kumily 

(2) for serial number 6 and the entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be suostutel, namely : 
“ 6 . Additional Agricultural Vandanmedu Udumbanchola Taluk 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer I, Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 

Office, Vandanmedu . 
6A . Additional Agricultural Vandanmedu Udumbanchola Taluk " 

Incometax and Salestax 
Olficer II, Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 
Oifice, Vandanmedu 

(3 ) for serial number 12 and the entries against it, the following 
serial nuinber and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 12 . Additional Agricultural Nedumkandam Udumbanchola Taluk 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer I , Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 
Office, Nedu.nkandam . 
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12A . Additional Agricultural Nedumkandam Udumbanchola . Taluk 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer II, Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 

Office, Nedumkandam 
12AA . Additional Agricultural Nedumkandam Udumbanchola Taluk " 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer III , Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax Office, 
Nedumkandam 


(4 ) after serial number 13 and the entries against it, the following 
serial number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 13A . Additional Agricultural Nedumkandam Udumbanchola Taluk " 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer, Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 
Office, Udumbanchola . 

(5 ) after serial number 18 and the entries against it , the following 
serial number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 18A . Additional Agricultural Rajakkad Udumbanchola Taluk" 

Incometax and Salestax 
Officer , Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 
Office, Rajakkad. 

(6 ) after serial number 19 and the entries against it , the following 
serial number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 19A . Additional Agricultural Devicolam Devicolam and Udum 
Income tax and Salestax 

banchola Taluks" 
Officer , Agricultural 
Incometax and Salestax 
Office, Devicolam . 


9A . 


(f) under the sub -heading " V. Ernakulam District", - 

(1) for serial number 9A and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted, namely : 
Additional Salestax 

Ernakulam Cochin and Kanaya 
Officer I , Salestax fice , 

nnur Taluks. 
2nd Circle, Ernakulam . 
9AA . Additional Salestax 

Ernakulam Cochin and Kanaya 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 

nnur Taluks" 
II Circle , Ernakulam 
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.. (2 ) for serial number 14AAA and the entries against it, the following 
serial numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 14AAA . Additional Salestax Kalamassery Cochin and Kanaya 
Officer I, Salestax 

nnur Taluks 
Office, Kalamassery 
14AAA1. Additional Salestax Kalamassery Cochin and Kanaya 
Officer II, Salestax 

nnur Taluks" 
Office, Kalamassery . 

( 3) for serial number 16 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
$ 16 . Additional Salestax Officer I, Parur 

Parur Taluk 
Salestax Office Parur 
16A . Additional Salestax Officer II, Parur Parur Taluk” 

Salestax Office, Parur 
(g) under the sub-heading " VI. Trichur District" , - 

(1) for serial number 3 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
3 . Additional Salestax 

Trichur Trichur Taluk 
Officer I, Salestax Office, 

1st Circle , Trichur 
3A . Additional Salestax 

Trichur Trichur Taluk " 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 
1st Circle , Trichur 

(2) for serialnumber 6E and the entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted, namely : 
" 6E . Additional Salestax 

Trichur Trichur Taluk 
Officer I, Salestax Office, 

IV Circle, Trichur 
6EE . Additional Salestax 

Trichur Trichur Taluk 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 

IV Circle , Trichur 
6EEE . Additional Salestax 

Trichur Trichur Taluk” 
Officer III, Salestax Office, 
IV Circle , Trichur 


(3 ) for serial number 8 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 8 . Additional Salestax 

Irinjalakuda Mukundapuram Taluk 
Ollic 1, Salestax Office, 

Irinjalakuda 
8A . Additional Salestax 

Irinjalakuda Mukundapuram 
Officer II , Salestax Office, 

Taluk" 
Irinjalakuda 
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7A . 


(h ) under the sub-heading " VII. Palghat District" for serial number 
3 and the entries against it the following serial numbers and entries shall be 
substituted , namely : 
“ 3 . Additional Salestax 

Palghat Palghat Taluk 
Officer I , Salestax Office, 

1st Circle, Palghat 
SA . Additional Salestax 

Palghat 

Palghat Taluk " 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 
1st Circle , Palghat. 

(i) under the sub-heading " VIIA . Malappuram District" after serial 
number 7 and the entries against it , the following serial number and entries 
shall be inserted , namely 

Additional Salestax Officer , Manjeri Ernadu Taluk” 
Salestax Office, Manjeri 
(j) under the sub -heading " VIII. Kozhikode District" , - 

(1) for serial number 4 and the entries against it, the following 
serial numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
4 . Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Kozhikode Taluk 
Officer I, Salestax Ofice, 

1st Circle , Kozhikode 
4A Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Kozhikode Taluk " 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 
1st Circle , Kozhikode 

(2) for serial number 6 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
“ 6 . Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Kozhikode Taluk 
Officer I, Salestax Office, 

II Circle, Kozhikode 
6A , Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Kozhikode Taluk " 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 

II Circle , Kozhikode 

(3 ) for serial number 8 and the entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
“ 8 . Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Kozhikode Taluk 
Officer I, Salestax Office, 

III Circle , Kozhikode 
8A Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Kozhikode Taluk " 
Officer 11, Salestax Office, 

III Circle, Kozhikode 
33/560/MC . 
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(4 ) for serial number 13 and the entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 13 . Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Revenue Districts . 
Officer I, Salestax Office, 

Kozhikode, Malappu 
V Circle , Kuzhikode 

ram and Wynad . 
13A Al litional Salestax 

Kozhikode Revenue Districts of 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 

Kozhikode Mala 
V Circle , Kozhikode 

ppuram and Wynad . 
13AA . Additional Salestax 

Kozhikode Revenue Districts of 
Officer III , Salestax Office , 

Kozhikode, Mala 
V Circle, Kozhikode 

ppuram and Wynad ” 
(5 ) after serial number 15 and the entries against it, the following 
serial number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 15A . Additional Salestax Officer , Badagara Badagara Taluk” 

Salestax Office, Badagara 

(6 ) for serial number 19 and the entries against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be substituted , namely : 
" 19 . Additional Salestax Vythiri Vythiri and Sulthan 
Officer I, Salestax Office , 

battery, Taluks. 
Vythiri 
19A . Additional Salestax 

Vythiri Vythiri and Sulthan 
Officer II, Salestax Office, .. 

battery Taluks” 
Vythiri 
(k ) under the sub -heading " IX . Cannanore District" , - 

(1) after serial number 4 and the entrie against it , the following serial 
numbers and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
Ad litional Salestax 

Cannanore Cannanore Taluk " 
Officer III, Salestax Office , 
I Circle , Cannanore 


* 4A . 


(2 ) after serial number 5 and the entries against it the following serial 
number and entries shall be inserted , namely : 
" 5A . Additional Salestax 

Cannanore Cannanore Taluk " 
Officer , Salestax Office, 
II Circle , Cannanore 


(3) for serial number 8 and the entries against it, the following serial 
numbers and cntries shall be substituted , namely : 
68 . Additional Salestax Taliparamba Taliparamba Taluk 

Officer I, Salestax Office , 
Taliparamba 
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8A . 


Taliparamba Taliparamba Taluk " 


Additional Salestax 
Officer II, Salestax Office, 
Taliparamba 


By order of the Governor, 


N. KRISHNAN VAIR , 
Special Secretary to Government. 


Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the notificatia, but is intended to indicate 
Fats general purport). 

As per G.O.MS.56 /81/ TD . dated 2-7-1981 the Governmenthaveaccorded 
sanction for the creation of 75 posts of Agricultural Incometax and Sale :tax 
Officers among other posts, to the Agricultural Incometax and Salestax 
Department. The posts of Agricultural Incometax and Salestax Officers so 
sanctioned have been distributed by the Board among the various oilicers and 
filled up as per order No. Al- 1772/81/TX dated 6-7-1981 . The newly created 
posts of Agricultural Incometax and Salestax Officers are mainly intended 
for the liquidation of arrear assessments both under Saleslax and Agricultural 
Incometax. So powers under Kerala General Salestax Act and Agricultural 
Incometax Act have to be assigned to the officers allotted as Agricultucal 
Incometax Officer (Reserve), Office of the Deputy Commissioner, so as to 
enable the Deputy Commissioners to post the Agricultural lacometax Officers 
(Reserve) wherever required . 


This Notification is intended to achieve the above pa po 
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